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THE COMMITTEE OF THE Stock EXCHANGE is a body 
only responsible to its own immediate members and not 
having any legal status, and possessing no rights which 
it can as a body enforce, except as against individuals in 
its own community. Having become by common con- 
sent the market wherein stockbrokers transact their 
business, the Stock Exchange has acquired a certain 
position, and its members have always been noted for 
their honourable dealings. Within the last few years 
complaints have from time to time been made by the 
public of arbitrary decisions come to by the committee 
of the Stock Exchange, and it has more than once been 
alleged that this self-constituted irresponsible tribunal, 
“bound by no rules, recognizing no precedents, and 
composed in a great measure of individuals liable to be 
influenced by the parties concerned,” has by its 
decisions lent itself to most unjustifiable repudiations. 
Now the great hold this body is supposed to have on the 
honour and honesty of persons dealing in shares is the 
power to refuse or grant the appointment of a settling- 
day, that is to say, a day on which all transactions made 
in the shares of any new company or undertaking can be 
forced to a settlement. As regards the fixing of a day, 
no objection can be made to any decree making all con- 
tracts for the sale or purchase of shares to be binding 
on the parties; but, on the other hand, the refusal 
to appoint a day has the effect, according to the rules 
of the Stock Exchange, of making it allowable (and 
therefore necessary) to refuse to complete any bargain 
in the shares of the company to whom a settling-day is 
refused. 

This being the case, it will be understood that great 
facilities are given for underhand and arbitrary decisions, 
so that where the course of the market has been against 
the interests of the dealers in shares, the suspicion has 
more than once arisen that the committee have been 
influenced by unworthy motives and without suflicient 
cause refused to appoint a day for settling. 

In the case of The Russian (Vyksounsky)* Ironworks 
Company (Limited), it was recently announced that the 
commtttee had refused a settlement in the shares on 
account of a “material variation” between the prospectus 
and the articles of association. Now we do not intend 
to enter into the question whether the variation alleged 
was a material variation, or in fact any variation at all; 
but we may be permitted to say that the clause said to 
have been relied on by the committee as a variation, is 
contended by the company and certified by counsel to 
be no such variation as could warrant the course now 
adopted by the committee. But be that as it may, 
supposing there had been a real variation, and that the 
directors and promoters had forfeited all right to public 
confidence which they originally possessed, by what right 
do the committee of the Stock Exchange come between 
the public as buyers and sellers of shares and the brokers, 
their agents, and say that all contracts made in the shares 
of that particular company shall be null and void? As 
between the brokers among themselves and as between 
the brokers and jobbers there can be no objection to their 
making their transactions amenable to the arbitrary 
decisions of any number of their own members ; but as 
regards outsiders, it is quite different and leads to results 
which defy calculation. If the Stock Exchange com- 


mittee could, by such an adverse refusal, deny a future | 





existence to any company, more caution would be intro- 
duced into dealings in the shares before the committee 
had arrived at its decision; but no such effect is 
produced, the company may yet flourish without the 
Stock Exchange, if the allottees of its shares will but pay 
up the capital they have subscribed. There will cer- 
tainly always be a difficulty in dealing in the shares of 
such a company. In consequence of there being no 
actual market, a vendor or a purchaser must be found 
for each transaction as their common meeting-place, 
the Stock Exchange, is denied them. 

It is not customary for any man to reserve to himself 
the right to repudiate a contract he has entered into, or 
to carry it out as may suit him best, but practically this 
is the case with all contracts made in the shares of a 
company before the appointment of a  settling-day. 
True, each contract is made for the settling-day, that is 
to say, to be completed on the settling-day, whenever 
that may be; but he who makes the contract isa member 
of the Stock Exchange, and perhaps even a member of 
the committee, but at any rate he has a voice by his 
representatives in refusing or granting a settling-day, in 
other words, the power to repudiate his contract if he is 
pleased to do so. 

No doubt the tribunal of the Stock Exchange is con- 
venient for its promptitude in cases of fraud, but we 
doubt whether its existence is expedient. There is 
something very one-sided in the system we have 
attempted to depict, conferring a power which cannot 
always be exercised without suspicion attaching to those 
who exercise it. 

Far better would it be if, as suggested by the Times, 
the effect of the refusal to appoint a settling-day were 
to suspend the completion of all contracts in the shares 
in dispute until a properly-constituted court of law had 
decided whether any fraud or improper dealing had 
characterized those transactions. By the adoption of 
such a course the Stock Exchange would not forfeit its 
hitherto high character, and no suspicion could attach to 
it on a charge of vexatious or interested decisions. 
Unless something is done to appease the general 
dissatisfaction of the public in this respect, the matter 
will become a serious subject for the consideration of the 
Legislature. 

Tue Irish Court oF Crrmtnan APPEAL have over- 
ruled the objection raised by the counsel of Laurence 
King, the murderer of Lieutenant Clutterbuck, to the 
sufficiency of the indictment. A full report of the 
arguments and judgments will be found elsewhere 
in our impression Our readers may remember that 
it was not averred that the offence was committed 
within 500 yards of the boundary of the county in 
which the prisoner was tried. That it was so committed 
was proved at the trial; and nine judges to one— 
the dissentient being Mr. Justice Hayes, one of the 
most able and accomplished of Irish criminal lawyers 
and authors—have now held the express averment of 
the fact in the indictment to be unnecessary. The 
criminal therefore is one step nearer to the fate he 
deserves. His chances, however, are not yet exhausted. 
Another point has been raised in his favour in refer- 
ence to an alleged informality in the challenge by the 
Crown to the array, which will be argued on a writ of 
error, if the Attorney-General grants the fiat which has 
been applied for. 

The promptitude with which the Court of Appeal 
have dealt with the first question deserves unqualified 
commendation, and their example might be imitated 
advantageously in England. It is to be regretted that 
in the analogous case of Winsor, no step can be taken 
until Michaelmas Term. The objection in her case is 
—to use Mr. Justice Keating’s expression—* error, if 
anything ;” and a point of error cannot be argued 
during the long vacation. Had the question as to the 
discharge of the jury at the Spring Assizes been capable 
of being reserved, the Lord Chancellor might at once 
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have summoned the judges to consider and decide upon 
it; for in that case, although they hear counsel, they do 
not sit, strictly speaking, as a court, but rather as asses- 
sors to the judge who presided at the trial; they can, 
therefore, sit in the long vacation. It is worth consi- 
deration whether some statutory provision might not be 
framed, whereby, in capital cases at least, all points of 
law, whether they be matter of error or otherwise, 
should be brought to a speedy decision. 





It WOULD SEEM that there was a cause entered in the 
regular course, for trial at the assizes at Liverpool, in 
which the venue was transitory, and it was entered in 
the list for the day, on Saturday last. The learned 
judge inquired whether the parties all resided in London 
where the cause of action arose, and, on receiving an 
affirmative answer, he ordered that the case should be 
vemoved from that day’s list and placed at the end of the 
general cause list for the assizes. The result has been, 
that the parties, their witnesses and attorneys, having 
left London on Friday so as to be prepared for trial 
when the cause was called on, found that they had the 
option left them of returning to London or remaining 
at the assize town until their cause was reached again, 
The severity of the penalty imposed upon the parties 
one of whom, at least, was not a willing one, except so 
far as he omitted to risk an application, and the expense 
of failure, to change the venue), by the exercise of this 
arbitrary conduct on the part of the judge, requires no 
comment. It is hard that the innocent should suffer for 
the guilty, and the question may be naturally asked, 
what had they done that justified such treatment ? 
Their only offence was that of availing themselves 
of a privilege conferred upon them by the law. In 
a transitory action the plaintiff may try his cause 
in whatever court he pleases, and in the case in 
question the plaintiff may have had good reason 
for trying it at Liverpool. The sittings may have 
been over in London when the cause of action 
arose, and he may not have been disposed to wait for 
his verdict until November, before which time he could 
not possibly try his cause in London. Now, the 
learned Baron assumed that there was blame somewhere. 
We cannot take that view of the subject unless indeed 
we shift the blame on to his lordship’s shoulders, for if 
the judges are to treat all foreign causes as bare inter- 
lopers, which are to be merely countenanced but not 
encouraged, would it not have been a more prudent and 
a wiser course if his lordship had instructed his marshal 
to inquire at the time when the causes are entered whether 
they are county or foreign cases, and if the latter, to in- 
struct him to apprize the plaintifl’s attorneys that they 
must be entered at the end of the county causes. By 
adopting this simple course those judges who are averse to 
trying causes which do not arise in the counties in 
which they are sitting, would be saved the necessity of 
placing themselves in false positions and of causing any 
unpleasant observations to be made upon their judicial 
office, and suitors would be informed of the places their 
causes would hold, and would have no substantial ground 
of complaint. We recommend this to the considera- 
tion of the judges as an easy mode of solving a problem 
of some difliculty. 


A SERIOUS CHARGE has been made against a solicitor 
and his brother, a Frenck avocat, for conspiring, with 
Jean Lafourcade (a prisoner in Newgate, who was, on 
the 16th of August, convicted of perjury, and sentenced 
to eighteen months imprisonment), to procure the arrest 
and imprisonment of Madame Valentin by false and 
corrupt means and wicked devices. The charge has 
arisen out of the recent trial for perjury at the Central 
Criminal Court. On the oceasion of the trial, the two 
gentlemen now charged were examined as witnesses, 
and we extract from the newspaper reports such parts 
of the examination and cross-examination as bear on 
the present charge. 





A document that purported to be a copy of a writ against 
Coulane at the suit of the Bouillons, was issued from 
witness’s office, but there was no original writ. He was not 
aware of this until some time afterwards. . . . . No 
order was ever made by Mr. Baron Martin for the arrest of 
Coulane, although a document to that effect was issued from 
witness’s office. Witness had given directions to make 
copies of the writ of capias that had been issued against 
Madame Valentin, and this was how it happened that these 
papers were drawn up. . . . . Hehad no idea at the 
time of the occurrence that the copies of writs had been 
made out in the name of Coulane. . . . . It was done 
by one of his clerks without his knowledge. 

In summing-up the case to the jury, the recorder ex- 
pressed his regret that a member of the legal profession 
should have lent himself to the fraud under which the 
arrest of Madame Valentin was effected. Sham writs 
and other documents had been used in a manner which 
could not receive any countenance from the bench. Such 
shortly are the known circumstances of this very serious 
charge, and we sincerely hope that the gentleman, against 
whom it is chiefly directed, will be able to rebut it suc- 
cessfully. Until a proper investigation has taken place, 
we refrain from making any remarks which might pre- 
judice the case either way. 





Tue Rev. Mr. Key, a clergyman, of Manchester, 
seems determined not to live peaceably with all men. 
At the recent assizes he brought several actions of libel 
against the proprietors of some of the local newspapers, 
and in none obtained more than a farthing damages. 
We are not at present concerned with the merits of the 
sases, or with the justice of the verdicts, but we wish to 
draw our readers’ attention to an interesting point as to 
the conduct of counsel, which Mr. Kelly alluded to 
upon the first trial at some length, in stating his own 
case to the jury. It seems that he had instructed two 
learned gentlemen on the circuit to appear for him, but 
they both eventually threw up their briefs, because, as 
was alleged, the plaintiff wished to impose unreasonable 
limits on their discretion. Whether they were right or 
wrong depends, of course, on the particular cireum- 
stances of the case. At the same time, although the 
discretion of counsel should be left as much at large as 
possible, it does not seem to us unreasonable that a 
client should insist on having his own case presented in 
his own way. Suppose, for example, he wished to be 
called as a witness, it would, we think, be the duty of 
counsel to call him if he insisted upon it, and not to 
throw up the brief in the cause, The barrister’s dut 
is to give the best advice to his client that he can, me 
if that advice is not taken, the client suffers perhaps, 
but the counsel’s duty is not at an end; he must make 
the best he can of the case, and, as long as no dishonour- 
able terms are forced on him, should, we think, stand 
by the wrong-headed suitor loyally. It is disagreeable, 
especially in the keen contests of the assizes, to have to 
fight a battle which is sure to be lost by the folly of one 
of the principal combatants. But, having undertaken 
to fight it out by accepting a brief, we certainly feel that 
only very exceptional circumstances can justify a coun- 
sel’s withdrawal before the battle begins, 





THE LEARNED RecorperR of the city of London 
adopted a very proper course in a case in which Louis 
Speltz was charged on an indictment with obtaining 
£1,600 from the Bank of Hindustan, China, and 
Japan by false pretences. When the case came on at 
the Central Criminal Court on the 14th inst., it was 
stated by counsel for the bank that there was very little 
to show the false pretence, and that the circumstances 
were perfectly consistent with an innocent intention, 
and he therefore asked the permission of the Court to 
withdraw from the prosecution. Counsel for the accused 
assented to this course, and added that, in addition to 
there having been no intention to defraud, there was no 
aetual fraud perpetrated, and that his client was ready to 
take his trial. 
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The Recorder desired to be furnished with an afli- 
davit that the bank had not compromised the matter, as 
he very much objected that criminal proceedings should 
be instituted to enforce civil claims, and on this affidavit 
being subsequently produced he discharged all the re- 
cognizances. It is satisfactory to know that the neces- 
sity for this requirement is appreciated, seeing that such 
proceedings as those hinted at by the Recorder have 
Reon of late only too common. 


SoME REFORM IS REQUIRED in the constitution of the 
police force, or at least in the mode in which their duties 
are regulated if they are able to defy the demands made 
for mere justice by those whom they take in charge. It 
seems to be well understood that when any prisoner is 
brought to the station-house, at a time when no mag 
trate is sitting, the inspector on duty makes a preliminary 
examination into the merits of the case, and enters 
the charge or refuses to do so according to his discretion, 
and, in fact, he is in these small cases very much in the 
same position towards the magistrate as a grand jury is 
in towards a judge of assize. This system, if properly 
carried out, prevents numerous frivolous charges from 
occupying the time and attention of the police magis- 
trates, to the exclusion of more important cases ; but, on 
the other hand, it is a system essentially open to abuse 
through the ignorance or wilful spite of police con- 
stables, 

Last week a young man was brought before Mr. 
Knox, at Marlborough-street, for assaulting a policeman. 
On examination of the witnesses it was proved, to the 
satisfaction of the magistrate, that the constable was the 
aggressor, and had, without provocation, knocked down 
and otherwise ill-treated the aceused. It was also stated 
in evidence that the witnesses of the aceused accom- 
panied him to the station, but were refused admission to 
the inspector before the charge was entered, 
which it never probably would have been had 
they been allowed admission, It is very much to 
be esse that the conduct of the man who so 
much abused his duty as to refuse admission to those 
persons, contrary to the usual practice, will 
tigated by the proper authorities. No such man is fit 
for a post of trust or authority, and ought not to be 
in the police force. —— 

THE BIRMINGHAM AND MipLAND BANKING Company 
brought an action, during the recent Croydon Assizes, 
on a bill of exchange against Bushell and Jones, 
the object being to settle whether Jones was liable 
upon a bill accepted by Bushell. The 
case were peculiar, and deserve to be recorded. Jones, 
the defendant, is a straw bonnet manutacturer at Luton, 
having a retail house of business in London, managed 
by the defendant. Bushell had accepted the bill in 
question, which was given by him in London in the 
name of “ Bushell & Co.,” and in the course of circula- 
tion came into the hands of the bank at Birmingham. 
The question was, had Busbell authority, either as 
partner or manager, to accept bills on behalf of Jones in 
the names of Jones and himself so as to bind Jones. 
Now it was admitted that Bushell had, on previous oe- 

casions, drawn cheques which had been recognized by 
Jones, but not that he had accepted any such bills, 
Jones, in his defence, said that Bushell was only a 
mInanager, not a partner, and that he had no authority to 
accept bills so as to bind his employer, nor, indeed, at 
all, and the agreement between them was produced to 
show that he had no such authority, and it was con- 
tended that the authority to draw cheques did not in- 
volve an authority to accept bills. On the other hand, 
the bank contended that Jones had, by allowing cheques 
to be drawn in the name of Bushell & Co., held himself 
out to the world as partner in such firm, in which case 
Bushell would have the ordinary authority of a partner 
to draw or accept bills in the name of the firm. It was 
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Mr. ‘Justice Crompton considered that the law as to. 
the liability and authorities of parties held out as part- 
ners had been left by recent decisions in so unsettled a 
state thut he hardly liked to have a case on so import- 
ant a subject finally settled at Nisi Prius. He thought 
therefore that the best way would be, as the jury ap- 
peared to be in favour of the plaintiff, to take their ver- 
dict, subject to the question of law, which would be re- 
served for the Court. 

This is not a case turning on the agreement between 
the principal and his manager, nor indeed could such a 
question turn on any deed in the nature of a partner- 
ship agreement, for of such a deed or agreement 
the public have no specifie notice, and were such 
a notice necessary it would put a stop to much of 
the commercial prosperity of this country. The only 
point to be decided was, whether Jones had allowed 
Bushell to hold himself out as the agent of Jones for 
the specifie purpose of accepting bills, and whether, 
in fact, after the way in which Jones had acted in re- 
cognizing former bills, he had not held out to the world 
that Bushell was his agent for that purpose. How far 
such an authority extends remains to be decided. 


A VERY IMPORTANT CASE, which came on before 
Vice-Chancellor Wood on one of the last days of the 
recent sittings of the Court of Chancery on a motion 
for an injunction, has failed to attract the attention it 
demands as Involving a question likely to arise many 
times in the next twelve months. The United States of 
America v. Prioleau, 13 W. KR. 1062, is the title of a suit 
brought by the plaintiffs to establish a claim to a cargo of 
cotton shipped by the agent of the Confederate States to 
the defendants, the proceeds of which were to be applied 
in payment of a balance due for the purchase of certain 
ships built by the defendants to be used in the cotton 
trade. The following paragraph in the bill shows the 
grounds on which the claim is based :—* The associa- 
tion or so-called Confederate Government has been 
dissolved and has ceased to exist, and the several persons 
who had formed themselves into the said pretended 
government, and on whose account the said cotton was 
submitted to the authority of the Govern- 


; ment of the United States, and have expressly ceded and 
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iiade over to the plaintiffs all the joint or public property 
of the Confederate Government, including the cotton in 
the Aline, and they do not, nor does any person on their 
entitled to or interested in the said 
cotton.” 

The Attorney-General moved for an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from selling, assigning, or 
removing the hales of cotton brought to this country by 
the ship Aline, from Havannah, and remaining in the 
Aline in the Mersey Docks, Liverpool ; and also to re- 
strain the defendants from instituting any proceedings 
at law or in equity in respect of the same, and for a re- 
ceiver, and he contended that the United States, as re- 
presenting the people of Texas and the Southern States, 
was entitled to the absolute possession of all the cotton 
in question, On the part of the defendants it was con- 
contract, having been made with a de 


| facto government, it was legal and binding on the United 
| States as now representing that government. 


| ment 


The Vice-Chancellor said that the proper course now 
to adopt would be to appoint one of the defendants re- 
ceiver, and to allow the defendants to retain £20,000, 
the amount of their claim out of the produce of this 
cotton, and he ordered the remainder of the money to he 
brought into court, to be dealt with as the Court might 
determine on the hearing of the cause. 

In the course of his decision the Vice-Chancellor said 
—* The United States Government, by their displace- 
of the usurped authority of the Confederate 
Government, have clearly suc yy to all the property 
of which that government has been in possession. The 


proved that Jones had paid as many as four bills thus | United States Government has consequently, on behalf 
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this cotton, which appears to have been contributed by 
individual inhabitants of the Confederate States, to as- 
sist them in carrying on war against the United States. 
But the right of the plaintiffs is subject to the agree- 
ment into which the agent of the Confederate States en- 
tered with the defendants for the purchase of the eight 
steam ships, which were provided by them for the use 
of the Confederate Government.” 

Not only the rights but also the liabilities attaching 
to the property of the late Confederate States are trans- 
ferred to the United States Government, and there seems 
to be little doubt that where, as in this case, a contract 
is partly completed, and it lies with the subject of a 
neutral power to complete the remainder by the con- 
version of property consigned to him for the purpose, 
the Courts of that power will protect him in his rights 
and enforce the completion of the contract. 

The balance of the proceeds of the cotton will no 
doubt eventually go to the United States Government, 
we suppose in fact there is no other claimant for it, but 
if there were, it could only be the individuals who 
originally contributed it for the purpose of carrying 
on the war. Having once become the property of the 
Confederate Government, it would, with all their other 
property, be transferred to the United States, and 
according to this dictum of the Vice-Chancellor, would 
be their property, subject to the liabilities attaching 
to it. 


THE VACANT REVISING-BARRISTERSHIPS on the Mid- 
land Circuit have been conferred on Mr. Cave and Mr. 
Mellor. Mr. Cave was called to the bar in June, 1859, 
after having obtained a certificate of honour at the legal 
examination held in the preceding month. He is known 
as the co-editor, with the Hon. E. C. Leigh, of a series 
of reports of Crown Cases Reserved. Mr. Mellor was 
called in June, 1860. At first he went the Northern 
Circuit, but on the elevation of his father (Ma. Justice 
Mellor) to the bench, he changed to the Midland, of 
which the learned judge had long been one of the 
leaders. On the Western Circuit the vacancies, which 
were four in number, have been filled by the appoint- 
ment of Mr. C. G. Prideaux (called May, 1836), 
the author of “The Churehwarden’s Guide,” Mr. 
fdlin (called June, 1847), Mr. Pinder (called November, 
1857), who is favourably known to the profession as 
one of the editors of Stephen on Pleading, and My. 
Wyndham Slade (called November, 1850), a brother of 
the late Sir Frederic Slade, Q.C., who was for some 
years a leader on the circuit. It will be seen that there 
is a good deal of difference in standing amongst these 
gentlemen. Some have borne the burden and heat of 
the profession—others have but recently entered it. 
Three years is the amount of standing necessary for the 
appomtment, and with several judges the practice is to 
favour the claims of the “three year olds.” With others, 
on the contrary, seniority has great weight. There is 
something to be said for both principles of selection, A 
revisorship is a great help to a young man who is fight- 
ing his way on in his arduous profession, and at the 
same time it may be an appropriate acknowledgment of 
a long and honourable career. One thing, however, 
should be considered, a sine gua non for a revising bar- 


rister. He should travel the circuit with tolerable re- 
gularity. At present this wholesome regulation is very 


tar from being enforced. Many instances could be men- 
tioned—and we doubt not many will occur to our readers 
—of gentlemen who, from the time they receive their 
appointments, until they retire from active life, are sel- 
dom. or never seen upon their circuits. 





THE ORDER IN Councin issued in a supplementary 
Gazette on Saturday, the 12th inst., regulates the pro- 
ceedings to be taken for the prevention of the spread of 
the cattle disease in this country, but does not, so far as 
we understand, go to prevent the importation of cattle 
under the influence of the disease. Previously to the 
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issue of this last order, which does but little more than 
re-enact the regulations made in 1850, the commissioners 
of police in Dublin appear to have instituted a system 
of quarantine for the purpose of preventing the landing 
of cattle until it could be ascertained whether they were 
under the influence of the prevailing murrain. This re- 
gulation, although issued by those in authority, seems 
to have been in excess of their powers, for we find it has 
been already withdrawn in consequence of the following 
letter from a gentleman, considering himself aggrieved, 
and which fully explains itself :— 

“* To the Commissioners of Police of the city of Dublin, and 
to Hugh Ferguson, Esq., Government Inspector, Cattle 
Imports, Port of Dublin. 

‘* Gentlemen,—I beg to inform you that I had given in- 
structions to my solicitors to take legal advice as to the 
promptest steps to enforce the delivery of my cattle detained 
by you on board the steam-ship De Brus, lying in the 
Custom House Dock, such detention being wholly illegal, 
inasmuch as no disease of any kind affected said cattle or 
any of them; and [ further inform you that legal action on 
my part has been obviated only by your delivering up of 
said cattle on last evening. And I now beg to caution you 
against a repetition of such illegal conduct, and against 
interfering with any of my cattle which may hereafter 
arrive at this port, and amongst which no disease may be 
apparent ; and, while [ am not disposed to hold you liable 
for the detention which has already occurred, as I believe 
you acted in ignorance of your powers and of law, and in a 
great measure under the influence of a general panic, I 
request you to take notice that for any further like inter- 
ference or detention | shall hold you and each of you person- 
ally answerable, and shall use this notice as may be neces- 
sary to charge you with all losses and damages ineident to 
such illegal conduct on your part. 

“Dated this 15th day of August, 1865. 

“ANDREW M‘CULLAGH. 

‘¢34, Lower Abbey-street.” 

The detainer of the cattle has been withdrawn, and 
there the matter rests ; but it is only fair comment to 
say that to issue such a regulation without the power 
to enforce it, is simply to bring into ridicule those who 
have the charge of carrying out the order in council, 
and to produce in the minds of the many a contempt 
for a law which so signally breaks down on its first 
application. Great blame attaches to those who pretend 
to exercise authority without making themselves ac- 
quainted with the exact extent of their powers. 


FEW MEN ARE BOLD ENOUGH to fight a great railway 
company on any question, and especially on one involy- 
ing only a small amount, and one result of this has 
been that railways have been virtually exempt from the 
penalties attaching to breaches of contract made by 
undue delay in the arrival of trains as advertised in the 
published time tables. It has long been settled law 
that, unless special damage can be proved, the company 
is not liable for mere delay, but wherever, in conse- 
quence of delay, expenses are incurred, there is every 
ground for making the company liable. 

Mr. Best, a commercial traveller, recently brought an 
action in the Bloomsbury County Court against the 
London and North-Western Railway Company, to re- 
cover the sum of five guineas for expenses Incurred by 
him in consequence of his detention while travelling on 
theirline. Thecompany, on their part, said they expressly 
stipulated that they did not guarantee the times stated for 
the arrival and departure of the trains, and that on the 
days in question they conveyed a very large number of 
excursionists at a cheap rate, which interfered with the 
punctuality of their ordinary trains. Mr. Lefroy, the 
Judge, said that this statement did not protect them, ex- 
cept in cases in which an accident, or circumstances 
which could not be anticipated, came in the way ; that if 
persons made their arrangements on the faith of the time- 
tables, and the company departed from them, they were 
answerable for losses sustained by the passengers. 

The delays caused by excursion trains are a fruitful 
source of railway accidents, and whenever these gigantic 
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monopolists, with the hope of making extraordinary 
profits, interfere with the ordinary convenience of pas- 
sengers, it is but fair that they should pay for it. The 
knowledge of such a liability may go far to induce rea- 
sonable punctuality in the transit of trains, and so to 
prevent accidents, and we should not be sorry to be able 
to report the result of many such small cases as that we 
have referred to. 

WE UNDERSTAND that the Archbishops of Canter- 
bury and York, the Vice-Chancellor Wood, the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer, Mr. Hubbard, and Archdeacon 
Hale, who are the defendants to the Bishop of Natal’s 
suit to recover the arrears of his income, have put in 
their answer, and that the principal grounds upon which 
they defend themselves for withholding the Bishop’s 
income are, that the clergy of the colony refuse to obey 
him; that the bishops at home have prohibited him 
from officiating in their dioceses; and that the recent 
decision of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
has deprived him of all coercive power over his clergy, 
and also relieved him from all metropolitical juris- 
diction and control; consequently that the objects 
sought by the subscribers to the fund have not been 


attamed. The case will be argued after the long 
vacation. It will be gathered from the above state- 


ment that the substantial line of defence is one 
equally applicable to all the colonial bishops who have 
been appointed by letters patent in colonies possessing 
legislative institutions of their own. 





THE METROPOLITAN AND PRovinciaAL Law Assocta- 
TION will hold their annual meeting at Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne on the 17th of October next ; Mr. G. W. Hodge, 
the chairman of the association, will preside. The 
committee invite any member to contribute a paper upon 
whatever subject he may deem of sutticient interest and 
importance. No attempt is made to restrict writers in 
their choice, but sixteen topics are especially recom- 
mended to the notice of the profession. Amongst 
those thus selected are—Registration of Titles, Protes- 
sional Remuneration, The Attorneys’ Certificate Duty, 
County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction, Limited Partner- 
ships, Appeal in Criminal Cases, Security for Costs, 
Bankruptcy Reform. 





THe Town Covncit oF BRADFORD have resolved to 
pay Mr. Rayner, their town clerk, a special fee of two 
hundred guineas in respect of his past extra services in 
conducting compensation and other cases in. which 
counsel have been employed by the claimants, and also 
to pay him the same sum per annum for three years in 
respect of similar future services. 





TRIBUNALS OF PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY— 
BRIBERY AND CORRUPTION AT ELECTIONS. 
The usual accompaniment of election petitions on the 

ground of bribery and corruption must be expected on 

the assembling of the new Parliament. Threats abound 
on both sides of politics, and although many of these will 
vanish into thin air when the time arrives for consider- 
ing the expenses necessary for their enforcement, we 
must expect a few to come toahead. Parliament may 
also, although we trust it will not, have to go further 
than the inquiry into the validity of the return of par- 
ticular members, and to consider the general corruption 
of constituencies. Under these circumstances we may 
usefully consider the constitution of the present tribunals 
for investigating such questions, and whether they may 
not be improved. In order to do this it is necessary to 
invite our readers to follow us in a short historical sketch 
of the former and the present system of tribunals of 

Parliamentary inquiry. 

It appears that originally the Lord Chancellor, from 
whcse office the writs directing the election of members 
were issued and to which they were made returnable, 
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and the House of Commons divided between them the 
jurisdiction in matters affecting the election and return 
of members to serve in the Lower House. Whenever the 
latter undertook the investigation it was carried on gene- 
rally through the medium of a select committee. This 
extremely useful tribunal has indeed been used from the 
earliest times, whenever a question of parliamentary 
privilege has been raised, and arose, doubtless, from the 
same principle of convenience, which is the origin of 
representative institutions themselves, viz., the leaving 
the duty of active inquiry to the selected few rather than 
to uncertain numbers. 

Thus, on the 12th October, 1553, a separate distinct 
committee was appointed to “inquire for Alexander 
Newell, burgess of Loo, in Cornwall, prebend of West- 
minster, whether he may be of this House,” and the 
next day the report being made in the negative it was 
agreed to by the whole House, and a new writ was 
directed to be issued. Although on many previous occa- 
sions grave doubts had been entertained as to the Chan- 
cellor’s rights, a few years later the two jurisdic- 
tions came into a serious collision. The Lord Chancel- 
lor had issued a writ for the county of Norfolk, direct- 
ing the sheriff to substitute two knights of the shire 
of his nomination in place of those who had already 
been elected. This step roused the anger of the House of 
Commons, and it was resolved that it was prejudicial to 
the privileges and liberties of the House to have the 
matter decided in any sort by others than such as were 
members of that House. It was not, however, until the 
early part of the reign of James I. that the House of 
Commons made a definite attempt to obtain a recognition 
by the Crown of their exclusive privileges. Sir John 
Fortescue and Sir F. Goodwin were candidates for the 
representation of the county of Buckingham in Parlia- 
ment, and the latter was elected in preference to the 
former, who was a Privy Counsellor. The writ was re- 
turned into the Chancery. By a royal proclamation, 
issued shortly before the election, the sheriff had been 





directed to return no person who had been a bankrupt or 
outlaw. Sir F. Gcodwin had been outlawed a few years 
previously. The writ was, therefore, sent back to the 
sheriff, who was rebuked for his disobedience to the 
recent proclamation, and directed to secure Sir John 
Fortescue’s return. He obeyed, but the House of Com- 
mons refused to receive the new member, resolving in 
due form that Sir F. Goodwin had been duly elected. 
| Alarmed at the threatening aspect of the Lower House, 
| and dreading the disastrous results of a direct conflict 
with the Crown at the commencement of the reign, the 
Lords came forward with an offer of mediation. Their 
intercession was refused by the House of Commons, who 
felt that the outset of the reign was the most fit oppor- 
tunity for them to make a determined stand for their 
liberties. Attended by their Speaker, they sought a 
direct conference with the King, in which they stated to 
him the reasons for their claims. He told them that the 
returns of the writs could only be corrected by the Court 
of Chancery, and directed them to confer with the 
judges. After a short but stubborn resistance, a con- 
ference was arranged to be held in the presence of the 
King and council, which ended in a compromise—the 
Crown admitting that the House of Commons was a 
court of record and judge of the returns concurrently 
with the Chancellor ; both the newly-elected members 
were withdrawn, and a new writ issued. Though this 
admission of its jurisdiction was thus qualified, no 
further attempt was afterwards made to interfere with 
its privilege of regulating and controlling its own elec- 
tions. We have no reason to think that this privilege is 
less jealously guarded now than it has been in times past, 
and this consideration is to be remembered in deter- 
mining the nature of the tribunal before which matters 
affecting the return of members by the constituencies are 
to be brought for decision. 

In early times the power of nominating the members 
of the select committees was exercised by the whole 
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House ; the number of constituent members varied from 
time to time capriciously. Thus, in 1584, four members 
were appointed to examine the validity of knights re- 
turned for a particular shire, as not having been chosen 
at the next county court after the date of the writ of 
summons. In 1588 a larger number, ten, was appointed 
to conduct amore general inquiry; and in 1603 the 
committee, which was selected to consider all cases of 
returns and privileges during the time of Parliament, 
was composed of seven or eight of the first lawyers of 
the time; while in the next year the standing order was 
passed, which was renewed and remained in force for 150 
years later, fixing eight as a quorum. It is to be 
observed that the numbers chosen were always few, 
and it appears that the report of the committees 
was usually adopted, without any further inquiry, 
by the House. From the time of the civil war, 
in consequence of the growing interest taken by 
individual members in public affairs, a disinclination 
sprang up to trust these inquiries about their privileges 
to a few, and we find that, on the 16th of April, 
1640, a committee of 100 members was nominated 
generally to examine “all questions to grow or arise 
this Parliament about elections or other privileges,” while 
a few years later, in 1672, when the Lord Chancellor 
(Shaftesbury) attempted for the last time to revive the 
custom of issuing writs directing the election of members 
without consent of Parliament, his pretensions were 
referred to the Committee of Privileges, and 220 persons 
were at once nominated and elected. Day by day fora 
fortnight the nominations proceeded until the number 
was increased to 400, and of these all who attended 
were to have voices in the decisions. After this time, 
until the passing of Lord Grenville’s Act, the same kind 
of proceeding was generally followed. 

Another course of action in such cases was occasionally 
adopted after the commencement of the reign of 
George I. Petitions complaining of corruption or other 
causes were reccived and heard at the bar of the House, 
Thus in the bribery case at Bridport the House took the 
petition from before the committee, and said that the 
party should answer it at the bar. It soon, however, 
became evident that the party battles which had brought 
the other tribunal into disrepute were repeated with 
greater violence in the attempt to arrive at a decision of 
the whole House when the inquiry was proceeding at the 
bar, The number of attendant members depended on 
the strength or weakness of the parties, or the popularity 
or unpopularity of the candidates whose seats were af- 
fected, Thus Sir Robert Walpole’s administration fell in 
consequence of the division upon the question of the Chip- 
penham election. In fact, whether the tribunal was a 
select committee or the whole House, the decision in every 
case became a mere party question. The course of pro- 
ceeding is faithfully described as follows :—‘ When peti- 
tions, complaining of undue returns, are presented, what 
is the practice ? The petitioner applies to all his private 
friends. When that is done, his next care is to apply to 
one of the two parties, to the Court, or the opposition, 
The next step is, ‘Pray hear my case, pray attend for me.’ 
A meeting is appointed; fourteen or fifteen gentlemen, 
all judges, are to meet to settle the proceedings of the 
ease, which they are to judge upon, on the hearing of 
one party only. When they are met in the House, as 
might be expected from such judges, they become 
managers on one side or the other, like advocates at the 
bar. The next thing is, ‘how are we to vote? It is 
almost dinner time. Iam for A., you are for B. Let 
us be off,’ ” 

The disgraceful levity which marked such scenes 
troubled the mind of Grenville in his declining years. A 
few months before his death, speaking to his former 
secretary, he told him that he had given up all 
thoughts of office, “and, indeed,” he continued, “I am 
no longer capable of serving the public. My health and 
spirits are gone. The only thing I have any intention 
of doing is to endeavour to give some check to the 





abominable prostitution of the House of Commons in 
elections, by voting for whoever has the support of the 
Minister, which must end in the ruin of public liberty 
if it be not checked.” 'This noble resolution was carried 
into effect by the successful introduction of that measure 
which, called by his name, has formed the groundwork 
of all subsequent legislation upon the subject. 

In Grenville’s Bill the ancient custom of referring 
questions of liberty and privilege to very select com- 
mittees was revived, but the number of members who 
were to sit upon them was fixed at thirteen, chosen by 
lot like a special jury. The inconvenience, however, of 
leaving the selection of the whole tribunal to chance led 
Grenville to suggest in committee an amendment to the 
bill, which was ultimately carried, to the effect that inas- 
much as the members drawn by lot might be inexperi- 
enced gentlemen, ignorant of the law of the land 
and the law and custom of Parliament, it should be 
lawful for the petitioner to name one, and the sitting 
member another, from the members present, whose names 
should be added to the other eleven members chosen by 
lot. Imperfect as this tribunal seems to have been in 
its construction, it was a singular improvement upon 
what had previously existed, and was, indeed, pronounced 
by Fox to be “a judicature as complete and ample, 
perhaps, as human skill could constitute.” 

It is unnecessary to notice the various alterations which 
were made in the Grenville system between the passing 
of this Act and “The Election Petitions Act, 1848,’’ 
which created and regulates the present system. The 
main feature of the old system was choice by lot, that of 
the present is nomination. But lest the whole nomina- 
ting power should be vested in one hand, and thereby 
party influences predominate, several processes have been 
devised through which the final list of members who are 
to sit upon the select committees is arrived at, A 
general sketch of the system may be given in a few 
lines. The day after the last day fixed for receiving 
election petitions the Speaker lays his warrant upon the 
table of the House nominating six members, willing to 
serve, and who are not petitioners nor petitioned against, 
to form the “ General Committee of Elections.” If they 
are not objected to by the House, having been sworn, 
they proceed, out of the members who remain, and who 
have no valid excuses, to choose the “ chairman’s panel,” 
and when this has been accomplished, to divide the 
remainder of the members who remain and have no 
valid excuses, into five panels. The clerk of the House 
decides by lot from which panel the names shall first be 
struck, and from this panel the general committee selects 
four private members to serve on each committee. On 
the same day and at the same time the chairman’s panel 
nominate a chairman to preside over each select com- 
mittee. The mode of nomination thus pursued seems to 
afford a prospect of securing an efficient body to sit as a 
tribunal, assuming that the constituent judges are to be 
confined to the members of the House of Commons, 

The power bestowed on the speaker of nominating the 
general committee provides for the selection of persons 
of eminence and trust; the winnowing process of the 
chairman’s panel chosen by this select body secures the 
presence in every committee-room of a president of ex- 
perience and judgment, while the nomination of private 
members is effected in the simplest manner, other than 
lot, which can be conceived. Mr. Warren, who has paid 
attention to this subject, sees no better tribunal than 
this, except a judicial one. Let us see whether we can- 
not arrive at a more satisfactory conclusion, by a com- 
bination of the parliamentary and the judicial elements. 

(Zo be continued.) 


Mr. A. Cooper has been appointed by the Master of the 
Rolls official liquidator of the Chesterfield and Midland 
Colliery Company. 

The creditors of the London Marine Insurance Association 
are required to prove their claims before Vice-Chancellor 
Wood on the 15th September. 
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DISCHARGE OF THE JURY IN A CAPITAL CASE, 


When there is a dread that a great criminal may escape 
justice through some error of procedure, there is great 
danger that the law may be warped to prevent snch a result. 
Even judges are but men, and are likely to share the 
general feeling that it will be a scandal to the law if the 
criminal should escape. There is, however, no scandal to 
the law in such a result, for law is a human system, and 
nothing can secure its infallible action. The scandal 
would be if, in order to avoid the fear of a scandal, the 
law should be warped against a criminal. There is no 
security for life, liberty, or property, but the strict ob- 
servance of the rules of procedure, and, as the greatest 
judges have said, they are general rules, and it is far 
better that they should be observed than that they should 
be departed from to avoid what is called a miscarriage of 
justice in a particular instarce. It is not, in fact, a mis- 
carriage of justice, for justice requires that the criminal, 
who is only tried by virtue of law, do share the benefit of 
law. Now, it is precisely in cases where we are most 
tempted to strain the rules of law that we should resist 
the temptation and resolve to be scrupulously just. It is 
only in such cases that they are likely to be strained, and 
they are just the cases where we should be on our watch. 

These remarks are suggested by the trial of the notorious 
criminal Winsor. The very atrocity of her case raises a 
great danger that there may be a clamour against her es- 
cape, which may cause a disposition towarp the law against 
her. Her case is exceedingly simple, and may be stated 
in a -few sentences. She was tried at the Christmas 
Assizes for murder along with another person, the mother 
of the child murdered. The case was complete, as far 
as it was in the power of the prosecution to complete it. 
The jury went from the box to consider their verdict, but 
they could not agree up to the time of the convenience of 
the judge requiring his attendance at the next town, and 
he therefore discharged them. At the next assizes the 
prisoner was tried again before another jury, upon dif- 
ferent evidence, the mother being called as a witness 
against her. Her counsel in vain protested against the 
course pursued. The two learned judges, Willes and 
Keatiag, JJ., treated the point as so clear that they 
could not entertain the possibility of a doubt about it. 
The trial proceeded, and the criminal convicted and 
sentenced to be executed. 

Is it, after all, so clear that the course adopted was 
legal? But for the opinion of the learned judges, for 
whom we have the highest respect, we should have 
thought it open to considerable doubt. There is not a 
single authority expressly to support it, and it is certainly 
opposed to legal principles and legal maxims laid down 
by the most ancient and most venerated authorities of 
our law. We should not venture to say so much had 
it not been for the opinion of Lord Wensleydale, in con- 
sequence of which Winsor has been respited. It was 
supposed that the point had been decided by the Court 
of Queen’s Bench in the case of R. v. Newton, 13 Jur, 
606. But that was an application for a habeas corpus 
to discharge the prisoner and it was held that the writ 
could not go. That was the only point that was or 
could be decided upon such an application. From first 
to last that was the point raised before the Court. At 
the outset of [the argument Coleridge, J., pointed out 
that the Habeas Corpus Act could not apply to such a 
case, and, at the end of the argument, Patteson, J., 
expressed the same opinion, And Lord Denman, C.J.,com- 
mences his judgment by putting this principle distinctly 
forward as the ground and foundation of his judgment. 
So of the other judges—one and all rely uponit. And 
that it was a sufficient ground for their judgment has since 
been held in another case in another court, when it was 
decided that on an application to discharge a person who 
had been tried at the assizes, the Court will not grant 
a habeas corpus, the effect of which would be to reverse 
the judgment of one of the superior courts; for such a 
case the remedy is by writ of error: In ve Dunn, 
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5 C. B. O15. So in the case referred to, Lord Denman 
says, “We ought not to act by discharging the prisoner 
upon this swmmary application. If the circumstances 
afford any answer, and the prisoner is brought into 
jeopardy again, they ought to be put upon the record in 
the shape of a plea, so that the whole matter may be 
solemnly argued. The questions certainly are of great 
importance.” So that the Court not only did not decide 
the question, but treated it as one far too important and 
difficult to be determined upon a mere motion, even after 
argument, and one which ought to be put in train to be 
decided by a Court of Error, and!the House of Lords. 

So far, therefore, from this case affording a justifica- 
tion for the course pursued at the recent assizes, in so sum- 
marily deciding the question, it rather shows that it ought 
not to have been so decided. It is proper, however, to ob- 
serve that Mr. Justice Keating allowed that “ if the obliga- 
tion was anything it would be error.” In a capital case, 
however, error is something. And, having shown that the 
case supposed to be an authority in favour of the course 
pursued is no such authority, let us mention that in Ire- 
land it has been decided to be an erroneous course : 
Conway v. The Queen, 7 Tr. Law Rep. 147. An attempt 
has been made to get rid of that authority by pointing out 
the fact that there the last day of the assizes had not ar 
rived, so that there was no absolute necessity to discharge 
the jury. As if the fact that the last day of the assizes 
had arrived would raise any case of legal necessity at all ! 
As if a judge were under any legal necessity to leave the 
assize town the moment the last day was ended! Oras 
if, even if he were under any such necessity, it was not a 
necessity arising from the act of the Crown or of the 
Court, or so arranging the commissions for the various 
counties, as not to allow of sufficient time at each. But, 
in truth there is no such necessity at all. If the notion 
of any such necessity has arisen from the idea that the 
authority of the judges end when the commission in the 
next county is opened, it is an entire error; for, according 
to the whole current of authority from Lord Coke down to 
that of the Court of Queen’s Bench, as now constituted, the 
authority under a commission of assize endures until there 
is anew commission issued for the same county; on which 
principle the Court of Queen’s Bench held that Mr. J. 
Hill was right in committing a witness for six months. 
But, whether that is so or not, there is not the least neces- 
sity for the judge to leave the county at all in order to 
attend in the next. In order to avoid any such necessity, 
all the Queen’s Counsel and serjeants are joined in the 
commission; and it constantly happens that one of them 
opens the commission and sits and tries causes or pri- 
soners at the next town. Nay, it is of common occurrence 
that one of the judges never goes to the next town at all, 
being detained the whole time at the previous place. 
This happened to the very judge who tried Winsor the 
first time (Channell, B.), when he tried the Roupell 
case at Chelmsford a year or two ago. He sat eight 
or nine days and could not get to the next town, Lewes, at 
all. It is impossible, therefore, to treat it asa case of 
necessity, that the other business of the assizes is over, 
and that the time has arrived for opening the commis- 
at the next town. 

The case of Conway v. The Queen, therefore, could 
hardly have proceeded upon the ground that the last day 
of the assizes had not arrived, for if it had there would 
not have been one whit more necessity for discharging 
the jury on that account than if it had not. And if the 
jury had been already in deliberation a long and un- 
reasonable time, and were still unable to resolve their 
doubts, that ground of necessity, whatever it might 
amount to, would exist and be the same whether the last 
day of the assize had ended or not; and, on the other 
hand, if they had not been in deliberation a sufficient 
and reasonable time to resolve their doubts, then they 
ought to have been retained until they had been, whether 
the last day of the assizes had arrived or not. But, 
in truth, the very phrase, “last day of the assizes,” in 
such a sense, is unmeaning, The last day of the assizes 
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has not arrived until the business of the assize is entirely 
at an end. There is no arbitrary limit to the duration 
of the assizes; there is no legal or actual necessity for 
any limitation at all. No J/egal necessity, for as the 
courts held on the case of The Queen v. Fernandez, the 
authority of the judge of assize lasts until a new com- 
mission is issued for the same county; no actual neces- 
sity because, for the reasons already given, the judge 
need not leave the town until he has ended the business. 
The “last day of the assizes,” therefore, has not arrived 
until the business of the assize is regularly ended, and 
the question is, when and how, in a case of the kind now 
under discussion, it is ended. The decision in the case of 
Conway v. The Queen was that the judge has not a dis- 
cretionary power to discharge the jury merely because he 
thinks they have been in deliberation long enough. That 
was the real ground of the decision and not that the last 
day of the assizes had not arrived. The real ques- 
tion is whether the judge has power to discharge the 
jury merely because he thinks they have been long enough 
in deliberation; if he has such power then he must have 
it whether or not the “ last day” has arrived; even 
if that phrase has any sensible meaning, which we are dis- 
posed to deny. A long and reasonable time may have 
elapsed, the jury may be all fainting or dying, although 
the “last day” has not arrived; they may be all fresh 
and strong, and well able to deliberate though it has 
arrived. It is impossible to treat such an arbitrary dis- 
tinction on the true ground of a judicial decision. The 
real ground, we repeat, was that the judge in a capital 
case has not a discretionary power to discharge a jury, 
merely because he thinks they have been long enough in 
deliberation. In the case of Conway v. Queen a court of 
error held that he had not; and in the case of eg. v. 
Newton, the Court did not decide that he had, and could 
not so decide, for it was not a courtof error; and only a 
court of error can review the decision or correct the 
procedure of a superior court, such as a court of assize 
and gaol delivery is. And although the judges in the 
course of the argument dropped dicta in favour of the 
view we are contesting, they dropped others which were 
not so. Thus Coleridge, J., said, “ No doubt there are dif- 
ferences between civiland criminal cases in regard to the 
jury, for instance, in the latter [he meant in cases of felony] 
you cannot allow the jury to separate during a trial.” 
This, of course, referred only to felonies, and we may ob- 
serve in passing that in ancient times all felonies were 
capital; and whether the distinction now in question ap- 
plies to all felonies at common law, or to capital felonies, 
may be a question; but there can be no question that, 
whatever may be its limit, it applies to murder. We may 
observe in passing that on looking through the authorities 
citedin Zhe Queen v. Newton, we find none in which, the 
case being closed and the jury gone from the box to con- 
sider their verdict (in a capital case), it has been held by a 
court of error that the judge has power to discharge the 
jury merely because he thinks they have been long enough 
in deliberation. In Whitbread’s case, 7 St. Tr. 311, 
indeed, it was broadly laid down that the jury might 
be discharged in order to enable the Crown to get 
more evidence ; but this is a monstrous doctrine, dis- 
avowed in Kinlock’s case, Fost. Crim. Law, 16, and 
which certainly would be repudiated now, though, 
indeed, the proposition now contested for comes to that. 
For on this very case of Winser further evidence was 
actually obtained and adduced; the evidence, namely, 
of an avowed accomplice, anxious to shield herself, 
by convicting her fellow-prisoner. So that it comes to 
this, that whenever, even in a capital case, the jury 
have been in deliberation such a long time that the 
judge sees they are not likely to agree to a verdict of 
guilty, he may discharge them, and detain the prisoner 
to be tried again, in order to allow of fresh evidence 
being got up against him; that is, there may be a tentative 
trial—an experimental trial—to see with how little evi- 
dence a jury can be got to convict; and then if they 
doubt, there may be another trial, and if that should fail 
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for a similar reason, another and another; the case for 
the prosecution being each time a little strengthened, 
while, on the other hand, the prisoner, poor and in prison, 
unable to keep his witnesses, may each time be in a worse 
position, until, at length, a jury find the fatal verdict. In 
other words, the prosecutors, even in acapital case, are to 
be allowed to do that which it has helda plaintiff cannot 
do in acivil case, try the case with some evidence, keeping 
other evidence back, and then, by means of what is 
called the discretion of the judge (which means no more 
than his impression as to the prisoner’s guilt), try the 
case with other evidence, and so on, until a capital con- 
viction is obtained. This course has been reprobated in a 
civil case (Harrison v. Harrison, 9 Price, 89), and surely 
can scarcely be law in a capital case! 

(70 be continued.) 





FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 


The multifariousness of swindling is in its nature very 
like that of the fabled Hydra; the craftiness of one delin- 
quent appears to be sharpened by the detection of others, 
and no sooner is one form of making a living by fraud 
become public, and so liable to be ineffectual, than another 
and another is made known to the world, and one is led 
to believe there can never be anend. Hercules is said 
to have succeeded in his contest with the monster, but we 
very much fear that no Hercules will be found in our 
day strong enough to cope with this great and increasing 
evil of gigantic swindles. 

Mr. Tidd Pratt himself, who has done so much good 
for the poorer classes in his official capacity of registrar 
of friendly societies, is little better than powerless in his 
well-directed efforts to regulate these societies aright. 
He can refuse to certify their rules, but he cannot always 
enforce their being carried out; he can exercise a general 
superintendence, but he is unable to make people do a 
provident act in a provident manner, and even if he 
could do so, it is evident, from the numerous cases which 
occur, that a way to evade his regulations or supervision, 
would be found by those intent on fraud. 

Although able to investigate and discover a glaring 
system of fraud, the only mode of prevention Mr. Tidd 
Pratt can exercise, appears to be giving publicity to the 
facts he has discovered, and this course he adopted recently 
by laying before the Lord Mayor at.the Mansion-house a 
full statement respecting a society called the ‘“ Garibaldi 
Mutual Life Assurance and Sick Fund Friendly Society.” 
This society appears by the full statement published to 
have been formed for no other purpose than to put money 
into the pocket of some individual, instead of for the 
benefit of its members. The rules of the society 
had been certified in the ordinary way by the regis- 
trar of friendly societies in January, 1863, and in the 
two following years statements were sent in which showed 
the society to be in an average state of progress. Recently 
a paper, purporting to emanate from the society, has ap- 
peared, containing statements calculated to attract mem- 
bers, but, in the main, untrue and deceitful. Among 
others is one that the society’s tables are founded on the 
calculations of an actuary, but Mr. Pratt declares they are 
not certified by an actuary, and in like manner he showed 
several other of their statements to be absolutely false. 
But with regard to the management of the funds there 
is one fact, or set of facts so glaring that they cannot be 
passed over. According to Mr. Pratt, it appears that the 
society have agents in all the provinces. He held in his 
hand an agency application, in reply to which the secre- 
tary in London stated that the society had a reserved 
guarantee fund of £25,000, although, as he had shown 
from their accounts, they had only a balance at their bankers 
in December, 1863, of £51, and in the following year of 
£49. He found the agents were allowed on ordinary assur- 
ance business, first, the entrance fees ; second, fifty percent. 
on all business till the policies were thirteen weeks old; 
third, twenty-five per cent. permanently on all business 
done when the policies were over thirteen weeks old; 














fourth, when an agent showed his capability to conduct 
a large business, an office would be allowed him and paid 
for. What scale of premiums would stand such a waste 
of funds, and who, knowing these facts, would insure in 
such asociety? Unfortunately for the large number of 
its dupes, the “Garibaldi ” has hitherto kept these facts 
secret, but it is impossible to anticipate for it any- 
thing but a total loss in any case, and the sooner it closes 
its operations the better. 

In reply to what Mr. Tidd Pratt stated, a subsequent 
counter-statement was made before the Lord Mayor by 
Mr. Willis, in which he attempted to answer all the 
charges previously made, but which in reality only 
resulted in confirming the Lord Mayor in his opinion that 
the original statement of Mr. Tidd Pratt was fully borne 
out. On the subject of the guarantee fund of £25,000, 
it was part of the original project to raise such a fund by 
means of shares, but that part of the project had failed, 
and the clause relating to it had been struck out of the 
prospectus. It was, however, shown, in reply to this, that 
the statement about this fund had been used by agents 
for the purpose of inducing members to join, and other- 
wise, in every material respect, Mr. Tidd Pratt was con- 
firmed in all he had stated. 

At the recent assizes at Liverpool an action was brought 
by Mr. Tracy, the secretary and manager of the St. 
Patrick’s Burial Society, against the proprietor of a news- 
paper for libel. The operations of this society appear to 
have been on the most extensive scale, and the secretary 
appeared, from his cross-examination, to have had almost 
the sole management of the society and its funds, and to 
have dealt with them as if they had been hisown. In 
the course of his summing up Mr. Baron Bramwell said 
that, after what he had owned in the box, it seemed 
difficult to allege anything of the plaintiff which could 
not be justified. What the plaintiff has made out of this 
society it is impossible for us to say, but he has more or 
less had the sole management of it for fifteen years, and, 
until recently,* has not been interfered with. 

Numerous as these instances are, that is to say, cases 
in which the defalcations or fraud of the managers of 
these friendly societies have been brought to the light of 
day, we believe we are more than justified in our idea 
that not a tithe of them are exposed, partly in conse- 
quence of the poverty of the persons who suffer loss, and 
partly in consequence of those frauds being successful. 
This is an evil which seems to call loudly for legislation; 
but what line can we lay down for adoption which will 
not be objectionable? The Post-office Annuities Act, we 
believe, works well, but we do not as yet know what 
effect it has had on the number of the existing friendly 
societies, or on the number of their members. Extreme 
caution seems to be the only safeguard, but how we are 
to instil caution into the dealings of the essentially im- 
provident classes we are at a loss to conjecture. Mr. 
Tidd Pratt deserves from the whole community the most 
sincere gratitude for his watchfulness, and it would be a 
subject of regret if he ceased to continue his efforts which 
give publicity to, and expose, transactions which, besides 
being fraudulent, are cruel in their result. 


COMMON LAW. 


NUISANCE—LANDLORD’s LIABILITY. 

Gandy and Wife v. Jubber, Ex. Ch., 13 W. R., 1022. 

This case raises distinctly the often debated point of 
how far a landlord is liable for a nuisance on pre- 
mises demised to a tenant for a term or from year to year. 
It was argued at the beginning of last year in the Court 
of Queen’s Bench (12 W. R. 526), when judgment was 
given for the plaintiff. In the month of June last it 
came before the Court of Exchequer Chamber, and has 
been virtually reversed. Owing to an arrangement hav- 
ing been come to between the parties, no formal judgment 
was delivered, but it was intimated that the decision of 

* 9 Sol, Jour, 745. 
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the Court below was disapproved of. As we shall show 
immediately, had that decision been affirmed, the conse- 
quences would have been most serious as regards the re- 
sponsibility of landlords. 

The facts of the case are shortly as follows:—In the 
year 1860 the defendant became the reversioner of a 
house in Leigh-street, Marylebone, subject to an existing 
yearly tenancy which had commenced in 1853. In front 
of the house, at the time when the reversion became 
vested in the defendant, was an iron grating over an 
area and cellar. The grating was made with bars, sepa- 
rated by spaces too large for safety, and was a nuisance 
dangerous to the public, not from any neglect on the part 
of the tenant to repair it, but from its peculiar construc- 
tion. It was close to the public highway, and not in 
any manner separated from the street. ‘The defendant 
had received no notice, either before or after he became 
the owner of the house, that the grating was dangerous. 
In the year 1863 an accident happened to the female 
plaintiff in consequence of her foot slipping through the 
grating, and an action was brought against the defendant 
to recover damages for the injuries she had sustained. Up 
to the time of the accident the defendant had received 
rent and done no act to determine the tenancy. The jury 
found that the grating was a nuisance, and returned a 
verdict for the plaintiffs. Leave was reserved, however, 
to enter a nonsuit, on the ground that there was no evi- 
dence of any special terms of the tenancy such as would 
render the defendant liable as landlord. 

A rule having been obtained accordingly, it was con- 
tended by the plaintiff, on the argument of the rule, that 
the defendant ought to have given his tenant notice to 
quit, the grating being out of repair, and that the hav- 
ing omitted to do so was equivalent to negligently allow- 
ing the nuisance to continue. The tenancy was a yearly 
one, and, therefore, re-commenced every year. That 
being so, the defendant had let premises with an existing 
nuisance upon them. He was therefore liable in the 
action. For the defendant, on the other hand, it was 
urged that no man could be said “ negligently to allow ” 
a nuisance of the existence of which he was unaware. The 
mere circumstance that he did not give notice to quit was 
not enough to fix him with responsibility. In Zodd v. 
Flight, 9 W. R. 145, the landlord was held liable for a 
similar nuisance, because he had knowledge of it. He was 
therefore guilty of the wrongful non-repair which led to 
the damage. 

The Court, however, in the principal case, held the de- 
fendant liable. With many of the propositions laid down 
in the judgments of the learned judges we quite agree ; 
it is with their conclusions that we are not satisfied. 
Thus it is certain that the owner of a freehold, who occu- 
pies it, is liable for a nuisance (22. v. Watts, 1 Salk. 357); 
and so also if he lets or re-lets his premises with a 
nuisance on them. This was laid down in Mosenell v. 
Prior, 2 Salk. 460, but it is worth observing that in that 
case the landlord had actual notice. But, according to 
Crompton, J., notice is not necessary if the thing com- 
plained of is a nuisance in itself, or, in the words of Black- 
burn, J., “anormal nuisance.”’ The principle in these cases 
was stated to be that, although a reversioner is not liable 
as such (Chauntler v. Robinson, 4 Exch. 163) he is liable 
if he does not interfere where he has the power of inter- 
ference. To this effect are the observations of Littledale, 
J.,.in &R. v. Pedley, 1 A. & E. 822. “If a nuisance be 
created,” he says, “and a man purchase the premises 
with a nuisance upon them, though there be a demise 
for a term at the time of the purchase, so that the pur- 
chaser has no opportunity of removing the nuisance, yet 
by purchasing the reversion he makes himself liable for 
the nuisance. But if after the reversion is purchased 
the nuisance is erected by the occupier, the reversioner in- 
curs no liability; yet in such a case, if there were only a 
tenancy from year to year, or any short period, and the 
landlord chose to renew the tenancy after the tenant had 
erected a nuisance, that would make the landlord liable. 
He is not to let the land with a nuisance onit. Here 
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the periods are diane so that there has been a re-letting; 
and that has taken place after the user of the buildings 
had created the nuisance.” In Rich v. Basterfield, 4 C. 
B. 783, Cresswell, J., in delivering the judgment of the 
Court, assented to the observations of Littledale, J., which 
are, however, stated in the argument of Mr. Mellish in 
the Exchequer Chamber in the principal case, to be 
“ without authority.” 

Having adopted Littledale, J.’s view of the law, the 
Court of Queen’s Bench, went a step further, and decided 
that a failure to give notice to quit was, in the case of a 
yearly tenancy, the same asa re-letting. “In common 
sense,” said Blackburn, J., “ the things ought to be the 
same, but it is strange there is very little authority on 
it.’ Now although they may be the same for many pur- 
poses it seems to us that in a case like that which we 
are considering there is a wide difference between them. 
If there were an actual re-letting, the landlord could 
hardly fail to have express notice of the existence of the 
nuisance, whereas where the same tenancy continues, 
the presumption is the other way. It is not his part to 
be continually entering upon the premises demised, and 
and it is most probable that he would remain for years in 
ignorance of the existence even of a “normal ” nuisance. 

The judgment then of the Court of Queen’s Bench laid 
down the broad proposition that if a man succeeds to the 
reversion of premises whereon a nuisance exists, let on 
a yearly tenancy, and does not give notice to quit, he is 
liable for the conseqrences of the nuisance; and that con- 
tinuing the tenancy with the nuisance on the premises is 
equivalent to a re-letting of them with the nuisance 
thereon. To use Mr. Mellish’s expression—* this seems 
strange law.’ We may moreover add that it is at variance 
with Bishop v. The Bedford Charity Trustees, 28 L. J. 
Q. B. 215, in error, 29 L. J. Q. B. 53. There the lease 
was, it is true, for a long term, but there was a power to 
re-enter if the rent should at any time be fifteen days in 
arrear. The rent fell into arrear, and therefore the 
power of re-entry was in the defendants. There was, at 
the time the house was let, a grating which had subse- 
quently become dangerous, and which was admitted to be 
so at the time the rent fell intoarrears. Here then there was 
a case where the defendants could interfere, but did not. 
Yet an accident having happened in consequence of the 
state of the grating, and an action having been brought 
against the defendants, to recover damages, it was held 
that they were not answerable. Itis diflicult to reconcile 
this case with the decision of the Court below in the 
principal case. Nor, indeed, will it now be necessary to 
do so, for the Exchequer Chamber have taken a view of the 
matter as it seems to us, more consistent with reason and 
justice. 


AND HIS METROPOLITAN, 
newspapers which have just been received 
opinion” which Bishop Colenso has obtained 


DR. COLENSO 
The Cape 
contain an ** 


from Mr. W. M. James, Q.C., Mr. Fitzjames Stephen, Mr. 
Westlake, and Mr. KE. Charles, in reference to his position 
relatively to the Bishop of Capetown, who is the metro- 
politan, arising out of the late judgment of the Judicial 
Committee of Privy Council, and which he has forwarded 
for the consideration of the clergy and laity of Natal. 


The Jearned counsel are of opinion that the legal rights 


of the Bishops of Capetown and Natal to the church 
lands situate In the settlement of Natal must be deter- 


mined by the Roman Dutch law which prevails there, 
and not by the Jaw of England. They think that 
the authority of the Bishop of Capetown over the 
Bishop of Natal is confined to the power to call upon the 
latter to render to the former such acts of obedience as 
an English bishop is bound to render to the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, and they consider that, although the effect 
of the recent judgment in the Privy Council was to 
negative all metropolitical jurisdiction on the part of the 
Bishop of Capetown over the Bishop of Natal, it does not 
absolve the latter from the oath of canonical obedience 
which he has taken to the former, and that it will be 
proper, should the occasion arise, for the Bishop of Natal 
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to pay a n due deference to ‘all: proper directions which 
may be given to him by the Bishop of Capetown as his 
metropolitan.” In conclusion, they say, ‘‘ We think that 
the Bishop of Natal has the same spiritual authority over 
clergymen who have received their licences from him, and 
serve within the limits of his episcopal superintendence, as 
an English bishop has over an English clergyman in the 
same position. We consider that the decision in Long v. 
Bishop of Capetown has not been affected by the recent 
judgment, and that the Bishop of Natal would be held to 
have at least as great a spiritual authority over a clergyman, 
similarly situated with regard to himself, as that judgment 
implicitly attributed to the Bishop of Capetown over Mr. 
Long. At the same time we think that such spiritual 
authority on the part of the Bishop of Natal would involve 
a right on the part of the clergy (if they chose to exercise it) 
to appeal to the Bishop of Capetown, as metropolitan, 
against any decision which might be pronounced against them 
by their own bishop. The same observations, we think, apply 
to the cases of those clergy who, having been licensed by the 
Bishop of Capetown, perform ecclesiastical functions in build- 
ings expressly dedicated to the general purposes of the Church 
of England in the settlement of Natal. We think, further, 
that it would not be consistent with the oath of canonical 
obedience for the Bishop of Natal to enter into an arrange- 
ment with any clergyman in Natal by which the latter 
should undertake not to submit himself to the spiritual au- 
thority of the Bishop of Capetown. We are also of opinion 
that the Bishop of Natal has no authority of any kind over 
those clergymen who have not reccived their licences from 
him, and who do not perform ecclesiastical functions in 
buildings expressly dedicated to the general purposes of the 
Chureh of England in the settlement of Natal. We think it 
right to add that we consider that the questions raised in the 
ease touching the relations between the Bishop of Natal and 
his clergy must be treated only as questions affecting the 
right to the use of the churches and Church property in the 
settlement of Natal; and that it will devolve upon the civil 
courts there to determine, in connection with the question of 
the holding and user of such churches and Church property, 
whether any spiritual sentence pronounced by the Bishop of 
Natal against his clergy has been pronounced for just cause.” 
—Munchester Guardian 








REVIEWS. 


Cominentaries on the Law of Marriage and Divorce, em- 
bracing also Pleading, Practice, and Evidence in Divorce 


Causes, with Forms. By Joni. Prentiss Bisnor, Author 
of ‘Commentaries on the Criminal Law.” Fourth 
Edition. Boston: Little, Brown, & Co. 1864. 


The Scotch law of marriage has introduced so much con- 
fusion into our matrimonial code, viewed generally, that it is 
strange the law of marriage has had so few British expositors. 
Every work of Shelford, like a diction: ry, contains most of 
what the person se arching through it will require, but, like 
a dictionary, the sequence of the parts is not very logically 
arranged, The work before us has no defect in method or 
order of parts, though it labours under the serious drawback 
of a sentimental and quaint style of diction. Its substantial 
merits, however, completely merge this defect. 

Marriage is defined by Mr. Bishop to mean ‘the civil 
status of one man and one woman united in law for life, 
under the obligation to discharge to each other and the com- 
munity those duties which the community, by its laws, 
holds inewmbent on persons whose association is founded on 
the distinctions of sex.” This definition, although slightly 
verbose, is not deficient in respect of sense, philosophy, or 
completeness. Mr. Bishop’s view of marriage, as a civil 
status and not as a contract, is strictly correct, and ought 
never be forgotten in the discussion of a matrimonial ques- 
tion. And although the jural progress of society is from 
status to contract, as Mr. Maine has so elegantly elucidated 
in his ‘* Ancient Law,” yet the matrimonial bond is one 
which principles of public policy will ever forbid to flue- 
tuate either in substance or form with the Protean senti- 

ments of individuals. This department of jurisprudence is, 
consequently, susceptible in a high degree of philosophie 
exposition, may be comprised in certain ‘general rules which 
admit of no exception, and is capable of great development 
by deductive reasoning. Cases on the law of marriage and 
divorce, consequently, should be expected to be useful rather 
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as land-marks of acknowledged principles, than as solutions 
of intricate points. The fact, however, is that matrimonial 
questions are often of the utmost difficulty, and have to be 
decided on some grounds of remote analogy to other species 
of contracts, rather than on the tirst principles of matri- 
monial law. A work by an American author possesses pe- 
culiar value in respect of matrimonial and other semi-inter- 
national rules, because, owing to the diversity of the laws of 
the different United States, cases arise frequently through- 
out the Union involving principles of international as well 
as municipal law. 

Mr. Bishop proposed ‘*to present the several subjects 
liscussed in the light of their common law principles” * 
and this object he has accomplished very successfully. 
His reasoning is always sound and clear, and not unduly 
abstract or metaphysical ; while his range of view is suffi- 
ciently exhaustive. His originality, too, is considerable ; 
and, on the whole, the work possesses great merit in respect 
of the author’s reflection and industry. But sometimes 
captivated with his subject, he pursues a point too far, and 
in his conclusion, like the Horatian sorites, we find little 
left. This results from the wordy difluseness of his exposi- 
tion, which is the only material fault we have discovered in 
two huge volumes. 

To the sfaéus or law of marriage Mr. Bishop directs his 
chief attention, and not to its contractual elements. Thus 
his method of treating his subject is @ priori or logical, and 
not merely historical. With this route we altogether concur. 
Like those who love to dwell in the regions of theory, how- 
ever, he takes too great an interest sometimes in the realms 
of pure faney and unnecessarily sacrifices convenience to sup- 
posed first principles. Thus he strongly disapproves+ of all 
divorces not @ vinculo matrimonii, and permitting the ee s 
to marry again. Although this view is advocated in the Re- 


Jormatio Lequun Ecclesiasticarum, a celebrated report on ecele- 


siastical law, issued by 2 commission under Edwd. 6, and 
although the same opinion has been shared by Lord Stowell, 
and numerous other naines of eminence, we altogether fail to 


perceive any grounds for their hostility to separation as dis- | 


tinguished from divorce. Mr. Bishop would consider every 
cause of separation as adequate cause for divorce.§ This 
opinion, we think, regards too lightly the bond of matrimony. 
Separation may be extinguished by a subsequent reconcilia- 
tion, but a divorce would, in most cases, be followed by 
marriage with others, and so re-wnion become impossible. We 
admit that once that divorce and subsequent marriage are per- 
mitted by law, it is diflieult to determine what degree of 
vice or crime will offer the necessary basis for judicial pro- 
cess. For even though the law will not allow either party 
to profit by his or her own wrong; yet, either party may 
ingeniously lead the other into mischief, and so invariably 
avail himself or herself of the very principles intended to 
obviate the accrual of profit from wrong. For our part we 
consider that if mere incomnatibility of temper and such 
whimsicalities are permitted under the name of cruelty to 
dissolve the matrimonial contract, marriage will soon cease 
to have any peculiar obligation. As the matrimonial bond 
should be regarded as a status, a public trust rather than a 
private contract, so ¢ converso, we feel surprised that Mr. 
Bishop, who entirely appreciates the proper juristical rela- 
tions of the matrimonial state, entertains inappropriately 
loose notions on the subject of divorce. 

The sources of authority in the marriage and divorce laws 
of the United States, in other words, the principles of 
American matrimonial jurisprudence, are discussed by Mr. 
Bishop in chapter 3 with great comprehensiveness of detail. 
He is of opinion || that the English matrimonial law is bind- 
ing in the United States. The cases of Burtis v. Burtis, 1 
Hopk. Amer. Rep. 557; Dickinson v. Dickinson, 3 Murp. 
327 ; and Bogyess v. Boggess, 4 Daw. 307, are shown by 
Mr. Bishop not to be sufficient authorities for the contrary 
opinion, though generally cited for that purpose. Our 
author supports his own opinion (which is also ours’ by the 
authority of Chancellor Kent in Wi/liainson v. Williamson, 
1 John Ch. 488, and the case of Head v. Head, decided by 
the Supreme Court of Georgia, 2 Kelly, 191. Our author's 
reasoning on this point is very clear and philosophical. 
There never, indeed, were ecclesiastical courts in America, not 
even in colonial times. Yet Mr. Bishop very properly ob- 
serves that when an ecclesiastical tribunal is created by 
statute, it may then exercise the English common law 
authority ‘‘ dormant here, indeed, yet derived by us 
* Preface ix. t Section 29. t Section 27, 

§ Section 37, i] Section 71, 
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from England, where it was administered by the eccle- 
siastical courts.” The tribunal, we may add, thus ap- 
pears to have the same relation to the jurisdiction that a 
condition has, in logic, to the cause which, when once 
evoked by its chronological antecedent, comes, like Minerva 
from the head of Jupiter, with no lack of weapons or material 
for future operations. Analogically to Mr. Bishop's view 
we may observe that a court, or an officer of a court, is 
always presumed in England to be permanently endued 
with all his functions. Thus, when the Lord Chancellor, by 
virtue of a special warrant under the sign manual of the 
sovereign, as parens potriwv, exercises jurisdiction in lunacy, 
yet he does not consider himself bound by the limits of 
the jurisdiction granted to him by the warrant, but 
will make any necessary order which his general juris- 
diction in Chancery will warrant. If Mr. Bishop’s view 
of the matrimonial common law of the United States 
is correct, a trip to Scotland, or to certain states of Europe, 
and not to America, must be undertaken by those who wish 
to avail themselves of any loop-hole afforded by the interna- 
tional matrimonial law, and not recognised by our municipal 
code. 

As a corollary to the opinion just mentioned, the author 
considers that ‘‘ the issue of void marriages, though there be 
no sentence of nullity, are held to be illegitimate,” * even in 
Massachusetts, although its statutory law on the point 
(General Statutes, U.S. ¢. 107) provides merely that the 
issue are to be illegitimate after a sentence of nullity. Mr. 
Bishop's commentary on the statutory ‘‘ matrimonial law” 
of the United States + is as philosophic as his opinions on 
the matrimonial common law of that country, although, of 
course, a perusal of that part of his work cannot be of much 
practical use to the English lawyer. 

It is consolatory to the friends of the Northern States in 
the late struggle to know that the marriages of slaves have 
been always deemed null and void, and that when made, 
even with consent of the master, they were dissolvable 
without judicial sentence even in South Carolina, although 
that state allowed no divorce among free men for any caus 
whatsoever, 

The three grounds of nullity, viz., fraud, error, and duress, 
are all discussed by Mr. Bishopt in all their ramifications ; but 
as the United States law on these points do not appear to 
differ materially, if at all, from our own, we need not further 
criticise the author's commentary on this phase of his 
subject. 

The relations of marriage to ‘‘the conflict of laws” or 
private international law, are very well treated of by the 
author, who lays down, as helps to the understanding of the 
matter, seven elementary propositions which are not the 
less valuable because expressed in a very simple form. The 
American rules in the main agree with our own in respect of 
these points, and hold a marriage, valid according to the 
lex loci contractus, to be valid everywhere else if it does not 
infringe upon some principle of natural law. Yet a marriage 
with an aunt, although in our law voidable only (Purgess v. 
Burgess, 1 Hag. Con. 384, 393) is, in Massachusetts and 
some other states, void by statute. Except however where a 
statute interferes, the American rules do not differ materially 
from our own in laying dewn within what degrees of aflinity 
a marriage is void by the law of nature.§ 

With respect to proof of foreign Jaws,|| it is provided in 
Connecticut by statute that the law reports ef other States 
and countries may be judicially noticed there. Our Foreign 
Law Ascertainment Act might be very usefully amended to 
this extent. The author’s exposition of the rules for prov- 
ing foreign laws in other states abound with a variety of 
useful comments. 

“‘The causes of judicial divorce” €| constitute the portion 
of Mr. Bishop’s work which will be found most useful to the 
practitioner in the Divorce Court. The rest of Mr. Bishop's 
work was mainly a collection of inferences from cases decided 
iv England; but when treating of divorce he could offer us 
in return a host of adjudications upon points which, owing 
to the rarity of divorce even by Act of Parliament, may be 
considered almost new to our jurisprudence. For the same 
reason the author’s sections on *‘condonation”** and recri- 
mination t+ are peculiarly interesting. 

Chapter eight in the second volume contains a very good 
dissertation on the law of domicil, which is followed by an 





* Section 77. || Section 430. 
t Cap. 5. §| Caps. 25, s. 700. 


t Cap. 11. ** Vol. 2, cap. 4. 
§ Cap. 21, Section 377. tt Vol. 2, cap. 5. 
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application of the general rules respecting domicil to ques- 
tions of divorce. 

We have not noticed any error whatever throughout this 
work, either of law, principle, or reasoning. And this is 
truly surprising, considering that its diction is of a very in- 
different order, and replete with a vulgar plaintiveness 
which will lead many a hasty reader to consider the sub- 
stance of the work as equally valueless. The contrary is 
the fact. This is a valuable repertory of all the leading 
points in matrimonial law, and the author's ratiocinations on 
every question discussed in it are very ingenious and skilful. 
The treatise concludes with a good analytical and general 
index. 
The Law of Benefit Building Societies. By W. Tipp Pratt, 

of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 

London : Longman, 

This useful little manual has reached a second edition, in 
which the recent cases affecting benefit building societies 
are included. In the appendix are contained such of the 
cases as relate to proceedings before magistrates. Besides 
the principal Act (6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32), which is set out at 
length, the clauses of the Friendly Societies Act applicable 
to building societies, are given. Mr, Pratt has also com- 
piled a number of forms of rules and mortgages, which lend 
an additional value to his book. 











cOURTS. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBURN.) 

Aug. 18.—In re Davis.—Practice in prison cases. —In 
this case the bankrupt applied, through Mr. Denney, his 
counsel, for an order for release from custody. No creditor 
opposed the application, but 

The Courr asked whether notice of the present applica- 
tion had been given to Mr. Aldridge, the solicitor to the 
official assignee, and being informed in the negative, declined 
to hear the application. 

Mr. Denney contended that the only parties affected by 
the application were the bankrupt and the detaining credi- 
tor. If the detaining creditor did not oppose, no other 
person had a right to interfere. 

Mr. Commissioner GouLnurn.—In a case of magnitude, 
is it not desirable that the official assignee should receive 
notice ? 

Mr. Denney.—In cases of importance no doubt; but in 
the present case the debts are of trifling amount. 

Mr. Commissioner GouLBuRN said he would not hear the 
application until notice had been given to Mr. Aldridge. 

Application refused, with leave to apply again upon fresh 
notices, 

(Before Mr. Registrar Pepys.) 

Aug. 22.—In re Richard Jordan,—This was a meeting for 
proof of debts and choice of assignees under the bankruptcy 
of Richard Jordan, who was described as an attorney and 
solicitor, of Albion-place, Southampton, and of Yew-tree- 
hill, Millbank, carrying on business in copartnership with 
William Perkins, under the firm of Jordan and Perkins. 
The bankrupt applied to the court upon his own petition, 
his solicitor for that purpose being Mr. W. J. Paterson, of 
Bouverie-street, and his debts were returned at £3,945, wholly 
due to unsecured creditors; the assets are of unascertained 
value. The bankrupt attributes his failure to losses sus- 
tained in consequence of carrying on, and purchasing 
machinery for, a factory, for the benefit of his son. 

Mr. Brice, accountant, of Southampton, was chosen 
assignee, 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Perry Sessions Pracrice—Costs, 

Sir,—Permit me, as asubscriber to the Solicitors’ Journal, 
to call your attention to the following anomaly. 

I have lately appeared at petty sessions for A., charged 
with assaulting the police under the Act of Will. 4. B., 
C., and D., police constables, swore positively to his 
identity. 

I called E. and F., fellow workmen of the defendant, 
who swore to being with him on the day mentioned in the 
information, at S., 100 miles from R,, where the alleged 
assault took place. 

A clear alidt having been established the magistrates dis. 








missed the case, stating that ‘ it was a clear case of mistaken 
identity.” The case being dismissed I applied to the chair- 
man of the Bench to award costs against the prosecutor 
(my client and his witnesses having come more than 100 
miles to meet the charge) under the 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, 
section 18. This he refused, admitting that it was a hard 
case, but saying that if the Bench awarded costs they would 
fall upon the superintendent of police at R., who was the 
nominal prosecutor. 

It seems to me that this is an anomaly which requires re- 
dress. A man and his witnesses are dragged 100 miles to 
answer a summons supported by the evidence of police who 
have evidently made a mistake, and the accused has to pay 
his own costs. W. R. 





ALIEN—ELECTIVE FRANCHISE. 

Sir,—In answer to a query by ‘ Articled Clerk,” in your 
impression of the 19th inst., I subjoin an extract from 
Rogers on Elections, 9th ed. p. 155, ‘‘ Certificated aliens 
under 7 & 8 Vict. c. 66, who have taken the oath mentioned 
in section 10, may, it would seem, vote (see section 6), 
unless the right to vote is especially excepted in the certifi- 
cate.” 5 

Bristol, Aug. 19. 


THe PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 

Sir,—As one who came under this examination, will you 
allow me a short space in your columns to demonstrate a 
few of the inconsistencies which attend the method of con- 
ducting it. 

In other examinations of the same kind a programme of 
the subjects taken consecutively each day, with the hours 
allotted thereto respectively, is sent to you, at least a fort- 
night before the day of examination ; but in ours nothing 
of the sort takes place, and the day and hour at which you 
are to present yourself is announced only a day or two pre- 
viously. Why this? Does the society wish to be singular, 
or is it because the examination is yet in its infancy, it has 
not learnt the recognized plan of conducting it. 

In the Oxford and Cambridge examinations, after you have 
answered the questions they are your own, but in ours they 
are not, for you have implicit orders to give them up with 
your answers. To this I strongly object, and so does every 
other candidate, for they can be of no use to the society, 
whilst it is a great gratification to be able to show one’s 
friends to what extent the examination has carried you, and 
in future years to hand them down to those who come after. 
Why not alter this ? 

This excellent examination is instituted to raise the social 
status of our profession, and rightly too, for men who had 
no other recommendation than that of knowing law, have 
crept into, and by no means added honour to it. 

Solicitors to come must have had, at least, a liberal edu- 
cation, without which, it is impossible for any one to possess 
those manners of refinement and deportment found only in 
a true gentleman, consequently essential to a solicitor. 

**Doctrina sed vim promovet insitam, 
Rectique cultus pectora roborant ; 
Utrumque defecere mores, 
Dedecorant bene nata culpe.’” 

Would-be common-clerk-solicitors have now lost their 
chance, and no great loss to the profession either. For the 
future we shall find all solicitors well educated classical 
men. A. V. 5S. 








IRELAND. 


THE Cork Law Society. 

At the annual general meeting of the useful and energetic 
Cork Law Society, recently held at Cork, the secretary, Mr. 
J. W. Burke, read an elaborate report of the proceedings 
of the Society during the past year, which dealt with a great 
variety of subjects interesting to the profession. On the 
subject of the Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Certificate Tax the 
council write as follows :— 

‘* As you are aware, we joined cordially and actively in 
promoting the movement for the abolition of the annual 
practice tax, to which alone, of all the learned professions, 
we are subjected, and in congratulating you on the success 
attained, we most readily undertake that our exertions shall 
not be relaxed until the repeal of this invidious impost is 
finally accomplished.” 

The various steps taken by the society are then detailed, 
and the report continues :— 
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*¢ You know that the results of our efforts in the House of 
Commons was a partial success, so far, and we feel satisfied 
the more the subject is ventilated, the more our position 
will be strengthened, and that it requires only the united 
and cordial co-operation of the law societies in the United 
Kingdom to insure the bill for the abolition of the tax, 
which will be introduced in the next session of Parliament, 
being passed into law. The tax is purely and simply in- 
defensible on any recognized principle of political economy, 
and has been maintained by the Finance Minister of the 
day as an undisputed source of income, merely because of 
the assumed unpopularity of those who are its victims. It 
is no protection to the respectability of the profession, but, 
on the contrary, in being tolerated so long, it must be re- 
garded as a badge of inferiority, in the propriety of which, 
we have quietly acquiesced.” 

After the report had been read a resolution hostile to the 
obnoxious tax, and calling upon the new members for the 
county and borough to oppose it, was carried unanimously. 





Court or Crrminau APPEAL. 

(Before the Lord Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench, the 
Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, the Lord Chief 
Baron, Mr. Justice Keogh, Mr. Justice O’Brien, Mr. 
Justice Hayes, Mr. Baron Fitzgerald, Mr. Justice Fitz- 
gerald, Mr. Baron Deasy, and Mr. Justice O’ Hagan.) 

The Queen v. Laurence King.—The Chief Justice of the 
Queen’s Bench said that the Lord Chief Baron had kindly 
undertaken to deliver the judgment of the Court, and to 
state the grounds upon which the several concurring members 
of the Court had come to the conclusion which the Lord 
Chief Baron would state. 

The Lord Chief Baron, in delivering judgment, said the 
prisoner was convicted of wilful murder before the Lord 
Chief Justice at an adjourned sitting of the last assizes for 
the King’s County. The indictment contained the usual 
marginal venue, ‘* King’s County, to wit,” and it alleged the 
murder to have been committed on the day specified, with- 
out any statement of the place at which the act was done. 
It appeared in evidence that the prisoner perpetrated the 
murder by shooting the deceased while they were both 
in a boat upon the river, which, at the place where the tran- 
saction occurred, and for a considerable distance above and 
below it, was the boundary between the King’s County and 
the county Tipperary, the river being there not more than 
eighty-five feet wide. The boat at the time of the transaction 
was at the Tipperary side of the river. The crime was there- 
fore committed far within the space of 500 yards from the 
boundary of the two counties, the limit prescribed by the 
statute 9 Geo. 4, ¢. 54, s. 26. It was contended on behalf 
of the prisoner that the indietment was defective in not con- 
taining an averment that the murder was committed in the 
county Tipperary, within 500 yards of the King’s County; 
or, in case the Crown relied on the 27th section of the statute, 
an averment of the special facts necessary to bring the case 
within that section, and that, therefore, the prisoner should 
be acquitted. The case of Zhe Queen v. Brown, tried before 
the Lord Chief Baron Joy, and reported in Crawford & Dix’s 
Abridged Notes of Cases, p. 446, was relied upon in support 
of that objection. The Lord Chief Justice considered that 
the indictment was sufficient, and the prisoner was accord- 
ingly convicted and sentenced, but, in deference to the autho- 
rity of the eminent judge by whom the case of The Queen v. 
Brown was decided, he reserved the point for the considera- 
tion and decision of the Court, respiting the execution of the 
sentence until the decision should be obtained. The case has 
been argued before us. With the exception of my brother 
Hayes, we are all of opinion that the ruling of the Lord Chief 
Justice is right, and the objection is not sustainable. It 
must, I think, be admitted that the decision of the late Lord 
Chief Baron Joy, in the case of The Queen v. Brown, is a direct 
authority in favour of the objection. It was suggested that 
the report was inaccurate. There is no reason whatever for 
so supposing. My brother, Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, has 
found on search in the Queen’s Bench the file of proceed- 
ings, which, as stated in the report, were determined in 
that court by certiorari. The Chief Baron stated the facts 
of the case of The Queen v. Brown. The transaction which 
gave rise to the case appeared to have take place near the 
boundary of the counties of Monaghan and Fermanagh, and 
there could be no reasonable doubt that the Chief Baron 
ruled, as reported, that the indictment could not be sus- 
tained, and upon the ground that the averments in the in- 
dictment did not bring the case within the terms of the 





Act of Parliament. It had been suggested that the decision 
in The Queen v. Brown was not applicable, but the decision 
could not be avoided in that way. The 12th section of the 
14 & 15 Vict. c. 100, expressly provided that the venwe in 
the margin should be the venwe for all the facts stated in the 
body of the indictment. Every fact alleged must be treated 
as being alleged to have occurred within the county named 
in the margin, and this was precisely what was done in every 
indictment framed in the old form. It is sufficient to prove 
that the fact alleged occured in any place within the county. 
The view which Chief Baron Joy took of the statute 
in 1836, when The Queen v. Brown was before him, was 
the same as that which influenced the preparation of 
the indictment of The Queen v. Ruck, tried before Baron 
Parke at the Herefcrd spring assizes in 1829. The Chief 
3aron stated the facts of The Queen v. Ruck, which 
was a prosecution for burglary, and was committed 
in Gloucestershire, within 500 yards of the boundary of the 
county of Hereford. The offence of burglary was a local 
offence, and it had been considered necessary to show that 
the dwelling-house, which was the scene of the burglary, was 
situate at the same place within the precincts of the court. 
The precedent, such as it was afforded by the case of The 
Queen v. Ruck, could not affect the decision of the question 
now before the Court. The Queen v. Brown remained unre- 
versed and unquestioned since 1836, when it was made, and 
they were now sitting in the Court of Appeal to consider and 
determine whether the rule there applied was to prevail. 
The Chief Baron then went into a minute examination of 
the several Acts of Parliament on the subject. He said the 
object of the Legislature was manifestly to remove difficul- 
ties out of the way of pleaders in the case of crimes com- 
mitted on or near the boundaries of counties, and the Court 
would carry out that intention as far as was consistent with 
the proper construction of the language of the Acts. It 
was enacted, in cases of an offence committed within 
five hundred yards of the boundary of a county, the case 
should be dealt with, inquired of, &e., in the same manner 
as if the offence had been committed within the county in 
which the venve was laid, and therefore the case should be 
treated in pleading as well as in proof as if the offence were 
committed, not within 500 yards of the boundary, but 
within the county. It would go far to frustrate the 
object of the Legislature if the averments which it was 
contended were necessary were put into the indictment. 
Having gone in detail through the cases, the Chief Baron 
said they were of opinion, with the exception of Judge 
Hayes, that the objection taken at the trial could not be 
sustained, and the result, of course, would be that judgment 
below must be affirmed. 

Mr. Justice Hayes said it was with great regret that he 
felt bound to differ with his brethren, particularly as he 
stood alone in his opinion. He found that the margin of 
the indictment said, ‘* King’s County, to wit,” thus indicat- 
ing that it had been found by the grand jury of that county, 
whose jurisdiction only extended to the borders of that 
county. The evidence clearly showed that the murder was 
committed on the river, most probably on the Tipperary 
side, but still the grand jury, with seme inconsistency, found 
the bill as if the indietment averred that the offence had 
been committed within their jurisdiction. He looked upon 
this averment as a necessary and essential part of the indict- 
ment, and without it he considered it to be bad. In his 
opinion he was fortified by a long course of authorities, and 
however much he regretted differing from his brethren, he 
felt constrained to give his opinion in favour of the point 
raised by counsel for the prisoner. 

Counsel for the Crown—The Attorney-General, M.P., the 
Solicitor-General, M.P., and Mr. Barry, Q.C., M.P.  Coun- 
sel for the prisoner, Mr. Montague and Mr. Molloy. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Aug. 18.—By Messrs. FaREBROTHER, Lyx, & WHEELER. 

Leasehold, 5 houses, Nos. 17 to 21, James-street, Commercial-road, 
Peckham, producing £98 per annum; term, 85 years from 1846; 
ground rent, £15 per annum-— Sold for £800. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, being Nos. 38 and 39, Danvers-street, Paul- 
ton square, Chelsea, producing £44 per annum; term, 99 years 
from 1859; ground rent £11 per annum—Sold for £675. 

Aug. 23.—By Messrs. Fareprotuer, CiarK, & Co. 

Freehold Estate, known as Court Farm, situate at Mottingham, Kent, 
comprising a farm house, buildings, snd about 129 acres of arable, 
pasture, and wood land—Sold for £19,320 
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AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 
Aug. 23.—By Messrs. Norton & Trist, 

Frechold property, known as The Swell Bowl Estate, extending over 
about 400 acres, situate near the town of Stow-on-the-Wold, 
Gloucestershire ; also a freehold farm house with garden, orchard, 
cottage, buildings, and 166a 2r 17p of land adjoining—Sold for 
£31,100. 

Frechold residence, known as The Limes, with pleasure-grounds and 
land, extending over about 12 acres, situate at Muswell-hill—Sold 
for £12,250. 

Freehold ground-rent of £10 per annum, secured on a house in 
Pleydell-court, Fleet-street—Sold for £270, 

Aug. 23.—By Messrs. Futter & Horssy. 

Leasehold wharf, situate in Wharf-road, City-road, with buildings, 
&c.; term, 60 years from 1840; ground-rent, £65 per annum—Sold 
for £1,600. 

Vreehold, 22 houses, being Nos. 1 to 22, Dock-row, Northfleet ; esti- 
mated annual value, £u4s 49 10s. Sold for £1,220, 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CAVE—On Aug. 20, at Berrylands, Surbiton, the wife of Lewis W. 
Cave, Esq., of the Inner Temple, of a daughter. 

PROTHERO—On Aug. 16, at 12, Ryland-villas, Richmond, the wife 
of Francis Prothero, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

ROBERTSON—On Aung. 22, at 28, Stafford-street, Edinburgh, the wife 
of Robert James Robertson, Esq., Writer to the Signet, of a son. 

MARRIAGES. 

LYTH—RUT TER—On Aug. 21, at Roxwell, Essex, Robert Blyth, 
Esq., Solicitor, Chelmsford, to Georgiana, s' second danghter of James 
Rutter, Esq., of Roxwell. 

BRUNSKILL-_BRADSHAW—On Aug. 22, the Rev. North R. Brunskill, 
A.M, to Isabella Mary, daughter of John W. Bradshaw, Solicitor. 
DEWSNAP—WILLES--On Aug. 19, at the parish church, Barnes, 
Mark Dewsnap, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, to Frances 
La Touche, fourth daughter of R Robert Willis, Esq., M.D., of Barnes. 

FOWLER ~— MIALL—On Aug, 22, at St, Martin’s, Leicester, J. Bennett 

Fowler, Esq., of London, Solicitor, to Harriet, eldest daughter of 
the late William Miall, Esq., of London. 

GLASSFORD—ADAMS—On Aug. 22, at St. Luke’s, Old Charlton, 
Donald Glassford, Esq., Solicitor, of Dundee, N.B., to Louisa Theo- 
dosia, eldest daughter of Thomas Adams, Esq., of Charlton, Kent. 

ROSHER—WELFORD--On Ang. 23, at Allesley Church, Warwickshire, 
William Henry Burch Rosher, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at- 
Law, to Henrietta, only daughter of Richard Griffiths Welford, 
Esq., of Parkfields, near Coventry, Judge of the Warwickshire 
County Court at Birmingham. 

SAUNDERS—TUTE—On Aug. 23, at Trinity Church, Rathmines, 
Frederic G. Saunders, Solicitor, Dublin, to Bessie, second daughter 
of William C. Tute, Rathedmond, in the county of Sligo, Esq. 

SLADEN—DANVERS—On Aug. 17, at Great Stanmore, Middlesex, 
Henry Mainwaring Sladen, of Lincoln’s-inn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
to Lydia, youngest daughter of Frederick Dawes Danvers, of 
Heathbourne, Bushy-heath, Herts, Esq. 

DEATHS. 
at St. Helier’s, Jersey, 





GARDE—On Aug. 10, tichard Garde, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. 

CHAPMAN—On Aug. 18, at St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, William Harte, 
eldest son of Peter Chapman, Esq., Solicitor, of Bridgetown, Bar- 
badoes, aged 19. 

KAYE—On Aug. 20, at Bournemouth, Char!otte Alice, wife of Joseph 
Kaye, Esq., of the Middle Temple, aged 21, 

MILFORD—On May 26, at Maitle ind, New South Wales, Samuel 
Frederick Milford, Senior Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of 
New South Wales, and formerly Judge ofthe Diocesan Ecclesias- 
tical Court, Bristol, aged 68. 

OWEN—On Aug. 19, at Marseilles, Roger Carmichael Robert Owen 
Esy., Barrister-at-Law, Captain in the Shropshire Militia, eldest son 
of Colonel Owen, late 7 72nd Highlanders. 

VOULES—On Aug. 21,at Kensington, Elizabeth Mary, only daughter 
of Henry Edmund Voules, Esq., of Gresham-street, Solicitor, 
aged 25, 





LON DON ‘@AZETTES, 


UH inding-up of Joint Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, Aug. 18, 1865, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Trent and Humber Ship Building Company (Limited).—Order to 
wind-up made by Vice-Chancellor Wood, Aug 7. Francis Gamble, 
Kingston-upon-Hull, official liquidator. Coverdale & Co, agents 
for Hayes, Gainsborough, solicitors for petitioners. 

Hriendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, Aug. 18, 1865. 

Independent United Brothers Friendly Society, Black Eagle Tavern 
Church-st, Woolwich, Aug 10. 

Friendly Brothers Benefit Society, Baptist Chapel, Sevenoaks, Kent. 
Aug 1b. 

Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Pripay, Aug. 18, 1865. 

Cross, Richd Powell, Charterhouse-sq, Watch Maker. 
son v Cross, V. C. Stuart. 

Daycock, John, East India House, Gent. 
V. C. Kindersley. 

Smith, Martin, Durham, Schoolmaster, 
V.C. Stuart. 

Wake, Wm, South Shields, 
Wake, V. C. Stuart. 

Turspay, Aug. 22, 1865 

Busk, Hans, —_ Cumberland-pl, Hyde- park, ” Esq. 
Crawford, M. 

Hodgkinson, arab, Basford, Nottingham. Oct 2. 
son, M. 


Webster, baci Loughborough,Leicester. Sept 20, Lacey v Sutton, MR. 


Oct 9. John- 
Oct 10. Phillips v Daycock, 
Oct 15. Dowson v Smith, 


Durham, Cooper. Oct 1. Wheatley v 


Oct 2. Busk v 


Fox v Hodgkin- 








Creditors under. 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frrpay, Aug. 18, 1865, 

Argent. Thos, Port Louis, Mauritius. Oct 20. Mote, Bucklersbury. 

— Saml, Wickford, Essex, Gent. Nov 25. Copland, Chelms- 
‘or 

Cecil, Hon Jas Emilius Wm Evelyn Gascoyne, Arlington-st, St 
James’s. Oct}. Nicholson & Herbert, Westminster. 

Croft, Joseph Dearlove, Wetherby, York, Corn Miller. Oct 9. Coates 
& Son, Wetherby. 

Havilland, Martha de, Old Sydney-pl, Bath, Somerset, Widow. Oct 
2. Martineau & Reid, Gray’s-inn, 

Fardon, Rebecca, Burton-on-the-Hill, Gloucester, Publican. Oct 16. 
Sewell & Co, Stow-on-the-Wold. 

Foster, Ann New, Portsmouth, Widow. Sept 25. Besant, Portsea. 

Gwyn, Edw, Newtown, Glamorgan, Contractor. Sept 29, Stockwood, 
Cowbridge, 

Halsted, io Holly Bank, nr Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton Manufac- 
turer. Octl. Handsley & Tattersall, Burnley. 

Hill, Thos, Brooksby-st, Islington, Gent. Sept 9. 
inn-sq. 

Mogg, Jacob Frederic Young, 
Sept 29. Mogg, Bristol. 

Parkin, Geo, Findon-hill, Durham, Farmer. Sept13. Smith. 

Peake, Thos, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Common Brewer. 
Mogg, Bristol. 


Coventon, Gray’s- 


Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Gent. 


Sept 29. 


Poppleton, Chas, Huddersfield, York, Gent. Nov 1. Clough, Hud- 
ersfield. 
Poole, Wm, George-st, Old Kent-rd, Gent. Oct 20. Mote, Bucklers- 


bury. 


y 
Snook, Wm, Fulham, Middx, Gent. Sept 20. Wilson, Salisbury. 


Terry, Wilkins Geo, Melon-cottages, Kensington. Oct 1, Stileman 
& Neate, Bloomsbury-square. 
White, Francis, Sidmouth, Devon, Coal Merchant. Oct 3l. Radford 


& Williams, 
Turspay, Aug. 22, 1865. 

Armstrong, Geo Dawson, Cockermouth, Cumberland, Surgeon. Oct 
10. ——, Cockermouth. 

Bowdage, Mary Augusta, Grosvenor-park, Camberwell, Widow. Oct 
2. Farrar, Godliman-st, Doctors-commons. 
Browne, Edmd John, Dane’s-inn, Strand, Gent. 

Co, Furnival’s-inn. 

Childerstone, Frances, Mildenhall, Suffolk, Widow. 
Read, Mildenhatl. 

Courtney, Thos Pain, West Stratton, Southampton, Gent. 
Lamb, Andover, Hants. 

Cleminson, Saml Sandys, Lpool, Gent. Sept 15. 

Eyre, Elijah, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Merchant. 
Beloe, King’s Lynn, 

Jacques, Jas, Birstall-hill House, Leicester, Gent. Nov 1. 
Leicester. 

Richmond, Richd, Chiddingford, Surrey, Master Mariner. 
Lilley & Hearn, "Trinity- -st, Southwark, 
Robinson, Isaac Norman, Carlisle, Banker’s Clerk. 
& Son, Carlisle. 

Slumbers, Chas Adolphus, Drury-lane, Clerk toa Newspaper Agent. 
Oct 17. Heath, Basinghall-st. 

Southey, Hy Herbert, Harley-st, M.D. 
Lincoln’s-inn. rf 

Sweny, John Chas, Belgrave-rd, Pimlico, Captain 91st Regt. Oct 1. 
Dunster, Henrietta-st, Cavendish- “Sq. 

Teasdale, Wm, Newgate Market, Victualler. Sept 30. King & 
MeMillin, Bloomsbury-sq. 


Nov 19. Taylor & 


Sept 29. J. & J. 
Sept 30. 


Smith, Lpool. 
Sept 30. Coulton & 


Haxby, 
Sept 30. 
Oct 10. Bendle 


Sept 29. Bennett, New-sq, 


Thomas, Jas, Crediton, Devon, Builder. Sept 2, Smith & Son, 
Crediton. 

Winterbottom, Mary, Southampton. Oct 10. Hickman, South- 
ampton. 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Fripay, Aug. 18, 1865. 
Grathvohl, Joseph, Coleman-st-buildings, Merchant. 
Abrahams, Gresham-st. oy 
Bond, Hy, Lee, Kent, Builder. July 25. Kipping, New Broad-st. 
TuEspay, Aug. 22, 1865. 
Prosser, Walter Marsh, Garway, Hereford, Gent, 
Starling, Gray’s-inn-sq. 
Deeds rvegistered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, Aug. 18, 1865. 


Bateman, Geo, Canterbury, Plumber. July 24. Comp. 
Beauclerk, Chas, Southampton, Glass and China Dealer. 


July 21. 


Aug 4, Jones & 


Reg Aug 18. 
Aug 15, 


Comp. Reg Aug 17. 

Buchner, Jacob, Leeds, Cap Manufacturer. July 31, Comp, Reg 
Aug 17. 

Coe, “Chas Skinner, Bristol, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Aug 4. 
Cony. Reg Aug 17. 

Cohen, Chas, Bury -st, St Mary Axe, Stick Manufacturer. Aug 14. 
Comp. Reg Aug 16. 

Collingwood, John Fredk, Gloucester-st, Pimlico, Gent. Aug 14. 
Comp. Reg Aug 16. 

Davy, Thos “Stocking, Wood-st, Mantle Manufacturer. July 19. 
Conv. Reg Aug 16. 

Day, Rev — Tomlinson, Bletsoe, Bedford, Clerk, Aug 5. Asst, 
Reg Aug 17 

Dover, Hy John, Norwood, Surrey, Builder. Aug 10. Comp. Reg 
Aug 

Giveott, ‘Wm, Neston, Chester, Builder. July 24. Comp, Reg 
Aug 15. 

Hailes, Matthew, aap don Bridge, Northumberland, Grocer. July 21. 
Comp. Reg Au 


Hall, Jas Dawkin, “Lianelly, Carmarthen, Merchant. July 19. Comp. 
Reg Aug 16. 
ae yee Sot. Huddersfield, York, Wheelwright. July 24. Asst. 


Reg Aug 
Aug 14, Conv. 


g | 
Hazell baie "Flood-st, Chelsea, Cab Builder. Reg 
17. 


Heath, Robt, Portsea, Southampton, Stationer. AugS. Cony. Reg 
Aug 17, 
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Hopwood, John, Wednesbury, Stafford, Photographic Artist. 
31. Comp. Reg Aug 18. 
Jennings, Geo, Windsor, Boot Maker. Aug 4. 


Asst. Reg Aug 18. 


Johnson, e Jas, Chatham, Kent, Colour Maker. Aug 16. Asst 
Reg Aug 18 
Jones, Foulk, Llandderniolen, Carnarvon, Grocer. July 18. Asst, 


Reg Aug 15 
Sones, _ Chas, and Jas Thos Hill, Brighton, Printers, Aug 7. Cony. 
eg 1 
Kidd, John, Lpool, Pawnbroker. June 29. Comp. Reg Aug 15. 
Levick, Fredk, Robt oor Charlotte-row, Colliery Owners. 
Aug 14, Inspectorship. Reg Aug 17. 
Manners, John, & Wm Cheshire, Rugeley, Stafford, Tin Plate Manu- 
facturers. July 21. Comp. Reg Aug 16. 
Martin, Edmd, Mount-ter, W hitechapel, Corn Merchant. July 21. 
Comp. Reg Aug 16. 
Miller, sree Parsonage, Bognor, Sussex, Clerk. July 21. 
Reg Aug 
Morrison, , Sheffield, Draper. July 25. Asst. Reg Aug 18. 
wae, Ve Wm Robinson, Whitley, York, Saddler. July 31. Asst. Reg 
ug i 

Cum. Sohn, St Asaph, Flint, Innkeeper. July 21. Comp. Reg 
uly 1 

Poppey, Benj, Nottingham-mews, Marylebone, Wheelwright. July 
1. Asst. Reg Aug 16. 

a. John, Birm, Wholesale Druggist. July 22. Asst. Reg Aug 17. 
gry! — Wignall, Chorley, Chester, Saddler. July 25. Comp. 
Reg Aug 15 

Rowe, Jonh _Mautiee, Blackfriars-rd, Coal Dealer. 
Reg Aug 18 

Ruston, Timothy, Allerston, York, Corn Miller. July 27, Asst. Reg 


Comp. 


Aug 15, Comp. 


ug 17. 
Selby, Wm, Hensingham, nr Whitehaven, Cumberland, Builder. July 
22. Comp. Reg Aug 16. 
Slaney, Geo Cattarns, Dorset-ter, Gt Dover-st, Clerk. July 19. Comp. 
Reg Aug 16. 
Stacey, Levy, Bath, Currier. July 19. Asst. Reg Aug 16. 


Taylor, John Jasper, The Pevement, Clapham, Upholsterer. Aug 1. 


Comp. Reg Aug 15. 
Taylor, Joseph, & Benj Taylor, Halifax, York, Woollen Manufac- 
turers. July 20. Conv. Reg Aug 17 


Wyld, Chas, Arthur-st, Battersea-park, Builder. Aug 14. Comp. 
teg Aug 17, 
Tuespay, Aug. 22, 1865. 
Arnett, Wm, Polebrook, Northampton, Machineman. 


Reg Aug 21. 


July 27. Asst. 


Ballard, Geo, Wilderness-row, Clerkenwell, Cabinet Maker. July 24, 
Comp. Reg Aug 21. ; 

Bennett, John Wing, Birm, Timber Merchant. Augl. Comp. Reg 
Aug 19. 

Bond, Hy, Lee, Kent, Builder. July 25. Asst. Reg Aug 19. 

Bousfield, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. July 27. Conv. 


Reg Aug 22. 

Bramé, Wm, Southampton-buildings, Middx, Wholesale Jeweller. Aug 
10. Comp. Reg Aug 21. 

Browne, “= Richd, Duke- st, St James’s, Major 69th Regt. 
Comp. Reg Aug 2 

Butler, Thos, King sd, Chelsea, Corn Dealer. July 31. 
Aug 1s. 

Butler, Jas Robt, & Geo Butler, Elm-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Wire Manufac- 
turers. Aug 9. Comp. Reg Aug 18. 

Cheesinan, Mary, Lenham, Kent, Innkeeper. 
Aug 19, 

Davey, Chas, Devonport, Devon, Ale and Porter Merchant. 
Asst. Reg Aug 21. 

Davis, Matthew, Woolmer-rd, Bow-common, Middx, out of business. 


July 13. 
Comp. Reg 
Asst. 


July 24. Reg 


July 26. 


July 25. Comp. Reg Aug !8. 

Dawson, Robt, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Merchant. Aug 14. Asst. 
Reg Aug 21. 

Debenham, Chas Fredk, Upper Clapton, Middx, Draper. Aug 7. 


Comp. Reg Aug !9. 

Doudney, Geo Ebenezar, & Edwd Phillips Doudney, Portsea, Hants, 
Tallow Chandlers. July 28. Comp. Reg Aug 22. 

Edwards, John Edwd, Portman-pl, Edgware-rd, Corset Manufacturer. 
July 22. Comp, Reg Aug 18. 

Emery, John, Gravesend, Kent, Grocer. July 24, Comp. 

Etheridge, A gnes, East-lane, Bermondsey, out of business. 

Comp. Reg Aug Il. 

Guarnerio, Gaspere, Scarborough, York, Watch Maker. July 29. Comp. 
Reg Aug 18. 

Haines, Thos, jun, & Jas Gregory Maher, Bristol, 
July 26. Com Reg Aug 17. 

Hardcastle ,'T’ hos, Heckmondwike, York, Grocer. July 22. Asst. Reg 
Au 

wince” Chas, Hepworth, Kirkburton, York, Woollen Cloth Manu- 


Reg Aug II. 
July 24. 


Woollen Drapers. 


facturer. Aug3. Conv. Reg Aug 21. 
Howard, — Tyssen-st, Hoxten, Timber Merchant. Aug 7. Cony. 
Pt ayy © od Standlake, Oxford, Carpenter. Aug 3. Conv. Reg 
eT Wm, Dover, Kent, Sailmaker. July 27. Comp. Reg 
Kendall, Win, Walsall, Stafford, Tobacconist. Aug 4. Asst. Reg 


Aug 21. 


King, David, Manch, Grocer. Aug 15. Comp. Reg Aug 21. 

Langdon, Geo, Lpool, Boot Maker. July 20. Comp. Reg Aug 18, 

Moss, John, Kensington, Draper. Augil, Comp. Reg Aug 22. 

Nathan, John, & Louis John Nathan, Houndsditch, Wholesale 
Clothiers. Aug?l. Asst. Reg Aug 22. 

Perkins, Saml, Northampton, Innkeeper. July 25, Asst. Reg 


Aug 22. 

Pickering, Wm, sen, Burrow-on-the-Hill, Leicester, & Wm John 
Pickering, jun, Beaumont Chase, Rutland, Farmers. July 27. Asst. 
Reg Aug 21. 

Robinson, Wm, Barnsley, York, Painter. Aug 8. Comp. 

Scott, Morgan, Birkenhead, Chester, Licensed Victualler. 
Comp. Reg Aug 22, 


Reg Aug 19. 
Aug 15. 








Sniels, Alex, New-rd. St George’s-in-the-East, Corn Dealer. Aug 12. 
Comp. Reg Aug 19. 

Spitzer, Josea, & David Lietenstadt, Hatcham-rd, 
_ Manufacturers. July 31. Asst. ug IS. 
table, M larg: aret Courtenay, Bayswater, Middx, Widow 
Asst. Reg Aug 19. 

Summersford, Wm, Oxford, Stationer. Aug 4. Comp. Reg Aug 22. 

Thornton, John, Job Thornton, Abraham ‘Thornton, & Jacob Thornton, 
Undercliffe, nr Bradford, York, Contractors. July 25, Comp. Reg 
Aug 19. 

Turner, Wm Alsey, Greenaway, nr Hillingdon, Middx, Esq. 
Reg Aug 21. 

Wilkins, Fredk, Oxford-st, Gas Engineer. 

Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Aug. 18, 1865, 
To Surrender in London. 

Aldred, Thos, jun, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
at 2. Wellborne, Duke-st. 

Allen, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. Adj Aug 9. 

Aldridge. 

Bentinck, Georgina Augusta Fredrica Henrietta Cavendish, Green-st, 
Grosvenor-sq, Spinster. Pet Aug 15. Aug 31 at 12. Greville, St 
Swithin’s-lane. 

Blaise. Theophile, Davies-st, Shoemaker, Pet Aug 14. 
Padmore, Westminster-bridge-rd. 

Bobby, Wm, Belgrave-sq, Tailor. Pet Aug 14. 
Lincoln’s-inn fields. 

Bond, Hy, New Park-st, Southwark, Baker. 
Stoddart, Stepney. 






Surrey, Chemical 






July 24, 





July 24. 


Aug3. Arr. Reg Aug 19 


Pet Aug 12. Aug 30 


Aug 31 at Ll. 


Aug 30 at 12. 
Aug 30 at 1. Marshall, 


Pet Aug 15. Aug 3latl. 


Byram, Wm, Chelsea, Middx, Stone Merchant. Pet Augl5. Aug 31 
atl. Terry, King-st, Cheapside. 
Cousins, Geo, Walton-on-Thames, Surrey, Market Gardener. Pet Aug 


Munday, Essex-st, Strand 


16. Sept 5at il. 
Pet Aug 15, 


Cowell, Peter, Edgware-rd, out of business. 
11, ‘Templeman, Dorset-sq. 

Crabtree, Geo Cox, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Aug 31 at 11. Pope, Old Broad-st. 

Fisher, Wm, Charles-st West, Paddington, Cowkeeper. 
Aug 30 at1. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Hall, “WwW m, Willes-rd, Kentish-town, Builder. Pet Aug 15. 
1, Burn, Watling-st. 

Harrington, Geo, Haverstock-hill, Cowkeeper. 
atll. Pain, Marylebone-rd. 

Haystead, Thos, Sidney-st, General Dealer. 
12. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Kars, Moses, York-st, Westminster, Picture Dealer. 
Aug 30at!. Cooper, Charing-cross, 

Kent, Robt Geo, Old Compton-st, Soho, Gas Fitter. 
30 at 1. Branwell, Basinghall-st. 
Kerr, Wm, Crossley, Hampstead-rd, St Pancras, Greengrocer. 
Aug l4. Aug 30at!. Webb, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Kitchenside, Jas, Grafton-rd, Kentish-town, Carman, 
Aug 30 at 2. Pain, Marylebone-rd, 

Langley, Hy Haydon, Mile-end-road, Attorney's Clerk. 
Aug 30 at 2. Michael, Bucklersbury. 

Merreywether, Wm, Surbiton, Surrey, Foreman of Works. Pet Aug 4. 
Aug 30 at 2, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Miller, Chas, Shepherd’s-bush, Middx, Cattle Dealer. 
Aug 3lati2. Smith & Son, Furnival’s-inn. 


Aug 31 at 
Pet Aug 12 (for pau). 
Pet Aug 4, 
Aug 31 at 
Pet Aug 15. Aug 31 
Pet Aug 15. Aug 3l at 
Pet Aug 12. 
Pet Aug 12. Aug 
Pet 
Pet Aug 14. 
Pet Aug Lt. 


Pet Aug 15, 


Moody, Wm, Bridge-st, Greenwich, Basket Maker, Pet Aug 17. Sept 
5ati2. Wells, Moorgate-st. 

Moorby, Simon, Enfield, Middx, Baker. Pet Aug 16. Sept Sat 11. 
Marshall, Lincoln’s-innefields. 

Nicks, Wm Price, Caledonian-rd, out of business. Pet Aug 16. Sept 
5at 12, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Norman, John, West Ham, Essex, Shoemaker. Pet Aug 16. Sept 5 


at ll. Wood & Ring, Basinghall-st. 
Orriss, Thos, Pond-pl, Chelsea, Stonemason. 
12, Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 


Pet Aug 15. Aug dlat 


Philpott, Thos, Luton, Bedfordshire, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Pet 
Augl5. Aug 3ltat12. Olive, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Trueman, Francis, St Paul’s-rd, Camden-town, Comm Agent. Pet 


Wyatt, Doctors’-commons. 


Aug i2. Aug 30 atl. 
Pet Aug 15 (for pau). 


Vosper, Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Aug 3l ati. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers. 

Watts, Chas Benj, Durham ter, Peckham, 
Aug 30 atl. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Waldron, Alfred, Brentwood, Essex, Attorney-at-Law. 
Aug 3l at 12. Waldron, Lamb’s Conduit-st. 

Wheatley, Chas, Cambridge, Bookseller. Pet Aug 15. 
Wayman, Cambridge. 

Wright, Geo Lawrence, Size-lane, Bucklersbury, Warchouseman, 
Pet Aug 10. Aug 3latll. Reed & Phelps, Gresham-st. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Ackerman, Stephen, Bridport, Dorset, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 12. 
port, Aug 29 at 12. Day, Dorset. 

Baker, Joseph, Coventry, Warwick, Ribbon Manufacturer. Pet Aug 
15. Coventry, Sept 4at3. Smalibone, Coventry. 

Beckett, Wm, Gt Yarmouth, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet July 29. 
mouth, Aug 30 at 12. Wiltshire, Gt Yarmouth. 

Beirnstein, Joseph, Gellygaer, Glamorgan, Pawnbroker. 
Merthyr Tydfil, Aug 28 at 11. Simons, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Blake, Emma Eliza, Wolverhampton, Teacher of Music. 
Wolverhampton, Aug 30 at 2. Bartlett. 

Boyle, Jas, Leeds, Tobacconist. Pet Aug 14. Leeds, Aug 
Granger, Leeds. 

Butt, John, Manch, Baker. 
Lomas, Manch. 

Chadwick, Jas Pascal, Newport, Monmouth, Lessee of Alexandria 
Theatre. Pet Aug 15, Bristol, Aug 29 at ll. Press & Inskip, 
Bristol. 

Davenport, Jas Tharm Hindley, Coleford, Gloucester, Surgeon’s As- 
sistant. Pet Aug 14. Bristol, Aug 28 at11l. Henderson, Bristol. 
Davies, John, Llansamlet, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jet Aug 12. 

Aug 28 atll, Field, Swansea. 


Carpenter. Pet Aug 14, 
Pet Aug 14. 


Aug 3lat 11. 


Brid- 


Gt Yar- 
Pet Aug 16. 
Pet Aug 12, 
28 at 11. 
26 at 9,30. 


Pet Aug 14, Manch, Sept 


Neath, 
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Dawson, Alf, Prisoner for Debt, York. ‘Adj pan 9. manibe, Aug 28 
at I}. 
Day, Wm Hy, Birm, Journeyman Machinist. 
at 10. Keaton, Birm. 
nee: Foster, Ormsby, York, Millwright. 
tou-on-Tees, Aug 28 at10. Glaister, Stokesley. 

Edmonds, David, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. 

Merthyr Tydfil, Aug 28 at 12. Simons, Merthyr Tydfil. 
Evans, Wm, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Boot and Shoe Maker. 

Cardiff, Sept 4.at ll. Bird, Cardiff, 

Finkell, John Chas, Cargofleet, York, Custom House Officer. 
16. Stocktcn-on-Tees, Aug 28 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

— Jas Hesketh, Canton, Glamorgan, Stationer. 

Cardiff, Sept 4 atl. Davis, Carditf, 

Gibbs, Joseph, Gosport, Hants, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
Portsmouth, Sept 12 at 11. White, Portsea. 

Gregory, Gco, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 16. 
s@attl, Trenerry, Bristol. 

a John, Manch, Labourer. Pet Aug 15. Salford, Sept 2 at 9.30. 
Eltoft, Manch. 

Hammon, Thos, Folkestone, Kent, out of business. Pet Aug 15, 
Folkestone, Sept 4 at 3. Minter, Folkestone. 

Hayward, Jas, Bradford, Wilts, Iroumonger. Pet Aug 11. Bradford, 
Aug 31 at 12. Beaven, Bradford. 

Hayward, John, Shrewsbury, Serjeant of Militia. 
Shrewsbury, Sept lat 1l!. Davies, Shrewsbury. 

Herwig, Hy August, Folkestone, Servant. Pet Aug 15, 
Sept 4 at 3. Minter, Folkestone. 

Hewitt, hos, Bolton-le-Moors, Contractor, 
Sept tat 12. Hulton & Co, Salford. 

Hipkins, John, Sedgley, Stafford, Boiler Manufacturer, 
Birm, Sept ] at 12. Hodgson & Son, Birm, 

Jones, Elias Elijah, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Watch Maker, 
Lpool, Aug 29 at 11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Jones, John, sen, Willenhall, Stafford, Carpenter. 
Wolverhampton, Aug 30 at 2. Bartlett. 

Lamble, Edwin, Coombeinteignhead, Devon, Cabinet Maker. 
3. Newton Abbott, Aug 29 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Lavensteiu, David, Birm, Tailor. Pet Aug 16, Birm, Sept 1 at 12. 
Duke. Birm. 

Line, Edwin, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Boot Maker. 
Cheltenham, Sept 4at 11. Marshall, Cheltenham. 
Loveridge, John, Coventry, Warwick, Sawyer. Pet Aug 9. Coventry, 

Sept 4 at 3. Smallbone, Coventry. 

Metcalfe, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, York. Pet Aug 7. Easingwold, 
Sept 6at 10, Dyson, York. 

Mitchell, John, Isel, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet June 29. 
upon-'l'yne, Aug 29 at 1. Waugh, Cockermouth, 

Mollart, Hamlet, Mexbeough, York, Cratemaker. Pet Aug 15. Don- 
caster, Sept 2 at 12, Woodhead, Doncaster. 

Morgan, Wm Jenkin, Canton, Glamorgan, out of business. 
12. Cardiff, Aug 29 at ll. Raby, Cardiff. 
Newman, Thos, Chippenham, Wilts, Miller. 

Aug 30 at 11. Henderson, Bristol. 
O’Connor, Jas, Sunderland, Durham, Dealer in Hardware Goods. Pet 

Aug 14, Newcastle-upon-T'yne, Aug 31 at 11.30. Robinson, Sunder- 
land, 

Peet, John, Nottingham, Warehouseman. 
Oct ll atl. Smith, Nottingham. 

Podevin, Adolphus Joseph, Manch, Linguist. 
Ang 29 at12. Eltoft, Manch. 

Radley, Jas, Lpool, out of business, Lpool, Aug 28 at 
3. Cross, Lpool. 

Smith, Mary Lliz, Prisoner for Debt, Lincoln. Holbeach, 
Aug 31 at 10. Percival, Spalding. 

Stediford, John, East Worlington, Devon, Miller. Pet Aug 15. Molton, 
Sept Sat tl. Shapland, South Molton, 

Stout, Jonathan, Penrith, Cumberland, Carter, 
Aug 24 at 10. Arnison. 

Thomas, Margaret, Colva, Radnor, Widow. 
Aug 3latil. Chuse, Kington. 

Thursfield, Win, Wednesbury, Stafford, Gun Implement Maker. Pet 
Aug 15. Walsall, Aug 29 at 12. Glover, Walsall. 

Tomlinson, Saml, Hulme, Lancaster, Poulterer. Pet Aug 16. Salford, 
Sept 2 at 9.30. Andrews, Manch. 

Toothill, Thos, Calverley, York, Cloth Manufacturer, 
Leeds, Aug 28 at ll. North & Sons, Leeds. 

Tvespay, Aug. 22, 1865, 
To Surrender in London. 

Baker, Wm, sen, Irisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 17. Sept 6 at 
12, Ody & Adams, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Bruce, Andrew, & Thos Warth Sears, Park-st, Camden-town, Collar 
Manufacturers. Pet Aug 12. Sept 5 atll. Langford & Marsden, 
Friday-st. 

Clipson, Richd, Gt Windmill-st, Haymarket, Beer-shop Keeper. Pet 
Aug 16. Sept5attl. Braddon, Davies-inn, Strand. 

Crouch, Job, Wimbledon, Surrey, Bricklayer. Pet Aug 18. 
at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Crozier, Jcseph Christopher, New ‘Turnstile. Holborn, Bookseller. 
Pet Aug 17. Sept 5at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Green, Edwd, Gt Tower-st, Wine Merchant. Pet Aug 18. Sept 5 at 1. 
Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Gurney, Hy, Harrew, out of business. 
Fallows & Son, Regent- st. 

Hall, Wm Edgar, Oakley-st, Chelsea, out of business. 
Sept 5atl. Newman. Suffolk-lane. 

Jerman, Wm, arige Calthorpe-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Printer. 
15. Sept 5atl. Capel, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Johnson, Wm, Westbourne-grove, Bayswater, Picture Dealer, 
Aug id. Sept6atl2. Wells, Moorgate-st. 
Laverack, Geo Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, London. 

Gat 12. Grout, Scott’s-yard, Bush-lane. 

Lynch, Martin Crane, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 18. 
6at 1. Dubois & Co, Church-passage, Gresham-st. 

Marriott, Wm Adolphus, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 16, 
Sept 5 at 1, Sheppard & Co, Moorgate-st, 


PetAugl5. Birm, Aug 
Pet Aug 14. Stock- 
Pet Aug 16. 
Pet Aug 15. 
Pet Aug 
Pet Aug 14, 
Pet Aug 12. 
Bristol, Aug 


Pet Aug 16. 

Folkestone, 
Pet Aug 15. Manch, 
Pet Aug 17. 
Pet Aug 16. 
Pet July 24, 


Pet Aug 


Pet Aug 12. 


Newcastle- 


Pet Aug 
Pet Aug 16. Bristol, 


Pet Aug 11, Nottingham, 


Pet Aug 17. Manch, 
Pet Aug 15. 
Adj July 8. 

Pet Aug 10. Penrith, 


Pet Aug 16. Kington, 


Pet Aug 14, 


Sept 6 


Pet Aug 10. Sept Gatll. 
Pet Aug 18. 
Pet Aug 
Pet 
Pet Aug 18. Sept 
Sept 
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icant Edwd, Elvaston-pl, South Kensington, Middx, Surgeon, 
Pet Aug 17. Sept 6 at ll. Holmes, Fenchurch-st. 

Nash, John, New Barnet, Hertford, Builder’s Labourer. Pet Aug 17. 
Sept 5at 12. Layton, Church-rd, Islington. 

Parfitt, Thos, jun, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 16 (for pau). 
Sept 5 at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st. 

Porter, Hy, Windsor, Berks, Beershop ag Pet Aug 4. Sept 5 at 
11. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambe 

Preston, Richd Christopher, York-rd, Lambeth. Pet Aug 16. Sept 
5at11. Buchanan, Basinghall-st, 

Smart, John, Bartholomew-rd North, Kentish-town, Bellhanger. Pet 
Aug 19. Sept6at1z. Parson, Duke-st, Adelphi. 

Williams, Mary, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Aug 17 (for pau). 
Sept 5at 12. Edwards, Bush-lane, Cannon-st, 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Addicott, John, Nottingham, Journeyman Joiner. 
tingham,Oct ll at ll. Ashwell, Nottingham. 

Alker, Saml, Hulme, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Aug 19. Salford, 
Sept 9 at 9.30. Cobbett, Manch, 

Amass, Saml, Ipswich, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Aug 16. Ipswich, Aug 
$l at ll. Dalton & Hill, Ipswich. 

—_, Patrick, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj Aug 16. Lpool, Sept 

6 at ll. 


Pet Aug 17. Not- 


Bell, John, Sheffield, Cutler. Pet Aug 17. Sheffield, Oct 5 at 1. 
& Son, Sheffield. 
Beman, *Richd, Bridgnorth, Salop, Boot Manufacturer. 
Birm, Sept 8 at 12. Green, Birm. 
Bickley, Edwd, Chester, Boot Maker. 
10. Cartwright, Chester. 

Bold, Ebenezer, St Helen’s, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Adj July 
19. St Helen’s, Sept 4 at 11. Beasley, St Helen’s. 

Bond, Edwin, a nye pe Stafford, Maltster. Adj Aug 5. Wolver- 
hampton, Aug! 30 at 2. Langman. 

Burrows, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham, Pet Aug 16. Notting- 
ham, Oct ll atl!. Parsons, Nottingham. 
Coates, Richd, Kidderminster, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
Aug 16. Kidderminster, Sept 4 at 11. Crowther, Kidderminster. 
Dalziel, Jas, Shrewsbury, Salop, Draper. Pet Aug 18. Birm,Sept 8at 
12. Collis & Ure, Birm. 

Edwards, John, Kingswinford, Stafford, Journeyman Carpenter. 
Aug 18. Stourbridge, Sept 4at 10. Collis, Stourbridge. 

Evans, Merenith, Birm, Barman. Pet Aug 18. Birm, Sepp 18 at 10, 
Clarke, Birm. 

Ford, Francis, Halifax, York, Innkeeper. 
8 at 10. Storey, Halifax. 

Giles, Thos, Darlaston, Stafford, Screw Forger. Pet Aug 17. Walsall, 
Sept 5 at 12. Sheldon, Wednesbury, 

Hassall, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Dealer in Fish. Pet Aug 18. 
Wi olverhampton, Aug 30 at 2. Stratton, Wolverhampton. 

Hughes, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, Walton. Adj July 17. Lpool, Sept 
lat 12. 

Hunton, Geo, Stockton, Durham, Ale and Porter Merchant. Pet Aug 
19. Stockton-on-Tees, Sept lat 10. Clement, jun, Stockton. 

Jeffrey, Richd, Kenwyn, Cornwall, Miner. Pet Aug 18, Truro, Sept 
6atlt. Holloway, Redruth. 

Jeffs, Jas, Pendrell, Gloucester, Carver. Pet Aug 17, 
Sept dat 12. Wilkes, Gloucester. 

Johnson, Wm, Towcester, Northampton, Bricklayer. 
Towcester, Oct 9 at 11. Whitton, Towcester, 

Jones, Mary; Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff, Adj Aur 15. 
2 at 12. 

Litter, Jas, Evesham, Worcester, Saddler. 
Sept 4at1l. Eades, Evesham. 

Lowther, Geo, Newcastle-upon-Tyne Optician. Pet Aug 17. New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. Sept 4at 12. Joel, Newcestle- -upon-Tyne. 

Mableson, Robt. Boston, Lincoln, Blacksmith, Adj Aug 8 (for pau). 
Boston, Aug 30at 11. Bailes, Boston. 

Manning, Richd, Dartmouth, Devon, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 19. Totnes, 
Sept 2.at 12. Edmonds, Totnes. 

Marshall. Thos, Gt Eversden, Cambridge, Lime Burner. Pet Aug 19. 
Cambridge, Sept 2 at 12. Whitehead & French, Cambridge. 

Morris, Wm, Card:ff, Glamorgan. Grocer. Pet Aug 16, Cardiff, Sept 
4at 11. Simons, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Moreland, Hardwick, Whitley, Reading, basen Comm Agent. 
Aug 16. Reading, Sept 2at1l. Smith, Reading. 

Nicholson, Joseph,» St Helen’s, Lancaster, Stonemason. Pet Aug 7. 
St Helen’s, Sept 4 at 12. Beasley, St Helen’s 

Ossit, Saml Simpson, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Adj Aug 9. Leeds, 

Pet Aug 


Sept 5 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 
Chapman, Weston-super-Mare, and 


Binney 
Pet Aug 1. 
Pet Aug 16. Chester, Sept 8 at 


Pet 


Pet Aug 17. Halifax, Sept 


Gloucester, 
Pet Aug 12. 
Cardiff, Sept 


Pet Aug 15. Evesham, 


Pet 


Powis, Jane, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Schoolmistress, 
18. Bristol, Sept | at ll. 
Abbot & Leonard, Bristol, 

Snowdon, Thos, Alnwick, Northumberland, Saddler. 
Alnwick, Sept 5at 11. Bushby, Alnwick 

tichardsun, John, Bradford, York, Journeyman Ginger Beer Manu. 
facturer. Pet Aug !8. Leeds, Sept 4atll. Harle, Leeds. 

Sotherton, Thos, Bewdley, Worcester, out of business. Pet Aug 17, 
Kidderminster. Sept 4 at 11. Corbet, Kidderminster. 

Sutcliffe, John, Booth Town, Halifax, York, Dyer. Pet Aug 19. Leeds , 
Sept 4at 11. Hill, Bradford, and Simpson, Leeds. 

Stubbs, Thos, Leeds, Cabinet Maker. Pet Aug 18. Leeds, Sept 4 at 
11. Emsley, Leeds. 

Turner, Israel, Pontefract. York, Cabinet Maker. Leeds, 
Sept4atll. Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 

Weighill, Robt Forster, West Hartlepool, out of business. Pet Aug 18, 
Woweestlo- upon- Pyne, Sept 4 at 11.30, Forster, Newcastle-upon- 


Pet Aug 16, 


Pet Aug 18, 


Pet Aug 2. 


Tyn 
Wiltzoose, John, Birkenhead, Chester. 
29 at 12. 


Birkenhead, Aug 
Williams, Hugh Edwd, Llanberris, Carnarvon, Flour Dealer. 
19, Lpool, Sept 4.at 11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Turspay, Aug, 22, 1865. 


Slaney, Geo Cohen, Woodland-ter, Stoke Newington-rd, out of 
occupation. Aug 14. 
Brooks, Joseph, Hunslet, York, Paper Merchant, 


Pet Aug 


Aug 17, 








